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ing to press, so that it is not possible to state who wi 
Facation judges between the Ist and the 10th of June. 





‘Tue Two prvistons of the Court of Appeal have not either of 
them been short of work during the present si 
there have been no cases occupying 
been a time when the lists were exhausted. But this fact, of 
course, is due to the shortness of the sittings and the absence of 





the judges on four several Saturdays. 
Mr. Justice Lawranoz and Mr. Justice Bavcz, who have 
been assisting during some portion of the si in the 
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and wily management considered necessary *in presenting the 
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advisability or otherwise of compulsory registration of title, and 
content themselves with ssenldeiing: the existing system under 
the Land Transfer Act, 1875, and the method proposed of 
making it compulsory ; but it will be seen that on both these 
matters the Bill is declared by this highly skilled body of 
specialists to be “open to serious objection.” Some idea may 
be formed, from a l of the points which the Government 
are urged to consider, of the recklessness with which it is 
sought to compel the adoption of an imperfect system. 





Tue peciston of the United States Supreme Court with regard 
to the income tax law was, according to an American contem- 
, the result of an innovation in the practice of the court. 

@ judgments were delivered on a petition for a rehearing of 
the case, and upon this petition two counsel on either side were 
allowed to reargue the case. “The action of the court in hear- 
ing argument on motion for rehearing is,” says our contem- 
, ‘unprecedented in its history, and illustrates the fact 

Tia Be omguat tribunal does change its rules under varying 
conditions or in jal cases. Years ago the court knew no 
such thing as a petition for rehearing. In 1863, in the case of 
Brown v. Morgan, a motion was made to reform a decree of the 
court, which was in effect a petition for rehearing, and on that 
occasion counsel were heard. Subsequently thereto, but in- 
frequently, motions or petitions for rehearings occurred, but 
they were always frowned upon, and in 1869 the court estab- 
lished the law in relation thereto. This was in the case of 
Walker y. Public Schools of St. Louis; the court there said that 
‘where the court of its own motion did not direct a rehearing 
of the — if would be in order for counsel to present a 
petition therefor, without argument, together with a brief 
setting forth the gay upon which the petition was asked.’ 
It is understood that the decision of the court to depart from its 
almost unbroken custom is due to the appreciation which the 
members have of the vast importance of the income tax cases, 
and to their desire to have it understood that they are not dis- 
posed to place any obstacles in the way of the fullest possible 


presentation of the case.” 


THE motion made by Mr. T. G. Bowtzs in the House of Com- 
mons on the 17th inst., ‘‘that a Select Committee be appointed 
to inquire generally into the relations between the Department 
of the Board of Trade and the Official Receivers in Bankruptcy, 
and between the Board of Trade and her Majesty’s judges; 
and into all communications (whether by interview or corre- 
spondence) which have taken place in or since the year 1893 
between any Board of Trade official and Mr. Justice Vavanan 
Wits, between any Board of Trade official and the Lord 
Chancellor, and between the Lord Chancellor and Mr. Justice 
Vavensan WItiiaMs, with reference to, or connected with, official 
receivers or winding-up business,” was a mistake. The matters 
referred to are of a nature which is better forgotten ; and if the 
relations between the learned judge and the Department are now, 
as Mr. Bryce was instructed to state, ‘‘in every respect of a 
cordial nature,” it is better not to rake up past transactions. 
But we must be allowed to express our surprise that the Pre- 
sident should state that “the relations of the Board of Trade 
with the j and the court were so friendly that no friction 
had occurred.” with regard to the question of the duties of 

receivers, when it is on tecord that Mr. Justice Vaucuan 
Wru1ams found it necessary to publicly announce in court that 
“the Board of Trade had no jurisdiction to forbid the presenta- 
ion by the official receiver of the report with which he was 
dealing.” This was at least an odd kind of friendliness 
friction. Mr. Bryce says that this statement 

made by the learned judge “under a misapprehension of 
and action of the Board of Trade”; but, whether 

ac misapprehension or not, it certainly indicated the 


pny disapprobation of some supposed action on the part of 


FERRE 


E 





Ove azapzns will remember that the Settled Land Act, 1890, 
s, by section 15, that “ the court may, in ay case where 
{, SEDONA proper, make an order directing or authorizing 





capital money to be applied in or towards payment for any 
improvement authorized by the Settled Land Acts, 1882 to 1890, 
notwithstanding that a scheme was not, before the execution of 
the improvement, submitted for approval, as required by the 
Act of 1882, to the trustees of the settlement or to the court.” 


In Re Tucker's Setiled Estates, which came before Court of 
Ap : onday the question was raised whether, 
er this section, the court on authorize the 


application Of capital moneys in reimbursing 
he had reac himseli 













ded in paying 
i estate. Mr. Justice 
urisdiction to do this. 














that there was no j 
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8 very cautious in authorizing the reimburse 
to a tenant for life of expenditure incurred by him upon works 
already executed, because it was much more difficult to judge of 
the propriety of the work after it had been executed. Lord 
Justice 5 sae de said that the duty of the court was to consider 
what was fair and right as between the tenant for life and the 
remainderman, and it ought not to throw upon capital any 
expenditure which should in fairness be borne by the tenant for 
life. The court ought to look at the matter from a business 
point of view. In the present case the court were of opinion 
that some of the improvements in question might fairly be paid 
for out of capital, and they accordingly authorized the trustees 
to apply capital moneys in reimbursing the tenant for life in 
respect of a portion of the expenditure which Mr. Justice 
Kexkewicu had disallowed tn toto. 





WE nave already (ante, p. 424) pointed out the differences 
which exist between the scheme for a Court of Criminal Appeal 
contained in the Criminal Appeal Bill now before Parliament, 
and the scheme proposed by the Council of Judges in their 
Report and Resolutions of 1892. The result of the recent con- 
sideration of the Bill by the judges has been communicated by 
the Lord Chief Justice in a letter to Sir Henry James, one of 
the promoters of the Bill, and it appears that the judges are 
not inclined to depart from the opinions they have previously 
expressed. The court which they proposed was primarily a 
court for the revision of sentences ; it was only to be a court of 
appeal against convictions when complaint of a conviction had 
been made to the Home Secretary, and had been referred by 
the Home Secretary to the court. In this way the judges 
hoped to secure greater uniformity in sentences in criminal 
cases generally, while a rush of appeals against convictions 
would be prevented. The Bill incorporates the scheme for 
revisien of sentences, and somewhat meaninglessly it includes a 
provision empowering the Home Secretary to refer cases to the 
court. This seems out of harmony with the leading provisions of 
the Bill, which, in contradistinction to the scheme of the judges, 
confer on persons convicted a right of appeal to the court—an 
absolute right in capital cases, a right subject to the obtaining 
of leave to appeal in other cases. With all deference to the 
opinion of the judges, we imagine that this is the scheme which 
must be sanctioned. Doubtless there will be numerous useless 
appeals. Doubtless the court will offer special chances to convicts 
who have the means to incur the expense of an appeal. These 
are the necessary evils of any court of appeal. The judges may 
naturally wish to restrict within moderate limits the business of 
the court by throwing the duty of a preliminary inquiry upon 
the Home Secretary. Quite certainly, however, that official will 
think that, when a Court of Criminal Appeal has once been 
constituted, the control of a Is is solely a matter for the 
judiciary, and the public are likely to side with him. 





Bor in respzct to the functions of the court when once an 
appeal has been brought before it, the judges are probably in 
the right. The Bill proposes that, save in certain cases where 
the conviction is wrong upon some special ground and ought at 
once to be quashed, the court shall only be empowered to grant 
a new trial. The judges, on the other , are of opinion that 
no new trial should be allowed, but that the court should itself 
pronounce finally upon the matter, and that for this purpose it 
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‘should be empowered to deal with the case in view of 
all the facts and circumstances, whether brought forward 
at the trial or not, and whether founded on strictly 
evidence or not—in fine, upon the principles upon which 
the Home Secretary is now supposed to act.” There can be no 
doubt that a decision so arrived at will be more satisfactory 
than any fresh trial before a jury. If the Court of Criminal 
Appeal has simply to grant or refuse a new trial, questions of 
great difficulty must arise as to the principles upon which the 
jurisdiction is to be exercised. It is probable that in many 
cases a final decision would require no more investigation aud 
discussion than the decision on the application for a new 
trial. It is necessary to keep clearly in view that the 
granting of a new trial in a criminal case will be alto- 
gether different from the same step in a civil case. Appeals 
will have to be carefully heard, and not summarily dismissed on 
the ground that the verdict of the jury is quite consistent with 
the sanity of the jurymen. A hearing such as the court must 
give to the matter should be sufficient to settle it without 
recourse to any further proceedings. The argument is 
strengthened by the consideration that the Court of Appeal will 
often have greater authority than a jury in pronouncing upon 
difficult matters of evidence which have rendered the original 
verdict unsatisfactory. 





By sxction 44 of the Bankruptcy Act, 1883, it is provided 
that the property of the bankrupt divisible among his creditors 
—in the Act referred to as the property of the bankrupt—shall 
pram all property belonging to him at the commencement of 
the bankruptcy, and also property acquired by him before his 
discharge ; and, by section 54, property of the bankrupt vests in 
the trustee. Upon these provisions it would be ible, and 
perhaps natural, to hold that property acquired by the bank- 
rupt after the bankruptcy and before his discharge vests at once 
in the trustee, so as to prevent any effectual dealing with it by 
the bankrupt without the consent of the trustee. U 

y Acts, however, it was held that the 






the property, an 

brought by the bankrupt in respect of such property a plea of 
the bankruptcy was no defence unless it went on to shew that 
the trustee—or rather, the assignees—had interfered (Herbert v. 
Sayer, 5 Q. B. 965). This view was reconciled with the statutes 

| by Holding that the bankrupt acquired the property as agent for 





the assignees, and, until they interfered, his acts in relation to it 

Y were valid. In Cohen v. Mitchell (38 W. R. 551, 25 Q. B. D. 
. ' 262) the Court of Appeal gra e same principle on to the 
ww Bankruptcy Act, TS83—and it was expressly Jaid down that, 








“ —_-fntil the trustee intervenes, all transactions by a bankrupt atte: 
his bankruptcy with any person dealing with him bond fide and 
or value, in respect of his after-acquired proper hether with 
OF without knowledge of the bankrupte » valid against the 

[> temmree. In Le New Land Development Association and Gray (40 

hud W. R. 295, 551; 1892, 2 Ch. 138), however, Curry, J., 
f 


pointed out the difficulties that would arise in respect of the 
vesting of the legal estate if the rule were applied to real 
property. The estate would vest at first in the aa and 
/ would be liable to be shifted to the trustee by virtue of any 
*) interference by him either verbal or in writing. And since it 


did not a | oes that the case of real pro had been dealt with 
in any of the authorities, he held tht it should be treated as an 
czoeption from the rule in Cohen v. Mi . in the of 


Appeal the decision was affirmed ‘upon another ground, though 

the view taken by OCurrry, J., seems to have approved, 
Linotey, L.J., remarking that he had never heard it suggested 

that the doctrine had the slightest application to vk estate 

‘ which passed by conveyance and not by delivery. The reasons 

4q hey for yes, baa real estate may be thought to apply with equal 





‘force to leaseholds, and convenience requires that freehold and 

leasehold interests in land should be placed as far as possible on 

rf“ the same footing. But Currry, J., has now decided in Clayton 

A ;, ve arclaythat he had already ig tek ge enough on the = 

4 in Cohen v. Mitchell by excepting pro! , and he has 
I eiapom til the interference of the trustee, a bankrupt ca 

































Tue pécrstoy of the Court of A in 
Socie lay (reported elsewhere) does 
notion culties created by statutory disability are to 


over by conveyancing devices. The 
provides by section 15 that the amount ya 

not exceed two-thirds of the amount for the time being secured 
to the society by mortgages from its members. It is matter of 
notoriety that for many years before the Portsea Island Building 


Society failed this rule had been di and money was 
received from depositors who had no idea that the receipt was 
ultra vires, and created no debt to them from : 

when the society, being in need of money, to obtain a 
loan from the Imperial Life Assurance Oo., the com were 


better informed, and the objection was taken that the 

powers had been exceeded. An attempt was made to overcome 
the difficulty by manipulating a for £17,000, which 
the society held from Hovssz. If Hovss could have off 


£6,000 out of his own et the desired object would have 
been effected. The society would have the money they 
wanted, and the mortgage would have as a first charge on 


the mortgaged premises for the remaining £11,000. But 
since House could not provide the m , it was arranged 
that the insurance office should lend it to him, that he should 
use it in paying off part of his mortgage debt, and that 
the society should allow a mortgage for £6,000 in favour of the 
insurance company to have priority over their own m 
the balance. This arrangement was carried out, but it had the 
defect that it turned the society’s first mortgage, which was 

uite regular, into a second, which was forbidden by the rules. : 

he arrangement, therefore, has been held by Romes, J., 
by the Court of Appeal to be wltrd vires of the society, and the 
insurance office have failed 7 obtain an poms dy 
the property in priority to the society. nseq wen: 
aeteae te £6,000 ranks after the £11,000 which remains 
due to the society. The insurance office failed also to 
declaration that they were entitled to stand by way of su 
tion in the place of depositors and other creditors of the 
who had been paid out of the £6,000. Ordinarily the 
subrogation is a ible benefit for lenders who have ; 
claim against a building society by reason of the loan 
ultra vires (Blackburn Building Society's case, 22 Ch. D. 61), but’ 
is a benefit difficult to obtain. ‘‘The doctrine,” it was 
Wenlock v. River Dee Co. (19 Q. B. D., p. 166), “has 4 
ever, done m or afyone than snatch a few brands from th 
buraing.” And in the present case the form of the transaction 
deprived the insurance office of Ne | claim to it. The £6,000 
had been lent by them, not to the building society, bus to 
Hovss. 
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Tue supoment of the Queen’s Bench Division Peep and 
Lawrance, JJ.) in Re an Arbitration. between the Kent 
Council and the Sandgate Local Board (reported elsewhere), deals 
with a matter of impo local 
authorities which are under the control of the Local Govern- 
ment Board. The effect of the decision is that, when that 
Board is called upon to arbitrate as to matters of difference 
between two local bodies, section 19 of the Arbitration Act 
applies, and the arbitrator appointed by the L to 
state a case for the opinion of the court when required to do so 
by the order of a judge. The case arose under section 11 of 
the Local Government Act, 1888, 0 Ciiwente hevieg conte 
between the county council and the local board as to the amount 
of the annual sum payable by the former to the latter in respect 
of the expenses of the miaiopensnse cad spas of a main road 
which the local board had to retain under their control 
and management. The Act provides that 
determined, in case of difference, ‘‘ by arbitration of the Local 
Government Board.” The Board, when called upon to decide e 
the question, followed their usual practice, and : 
a gentleman to hold a local tr am Aanprocanaaioe'y 87 of the 
Act, first requiring the local ies concerned to formally 
gone their prema to his aeentee: Ba io sees a 
eld was not the proper procedure. VB, J+ a 
goes carefully thro Pthe different ae sae ae re 









require the intervention of the Local Government Board for the 
determination of questions arising under the Act, and he comes 
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to the conclusion that where a matter is required to be deter- 
mined “by arbitration of the Local Government Board” section 
68, and nor section 87, is the provision in poizt; so that it 
appears that the correct course for the Board to pursue was to 





appoint an arbitrator under Settion 00 in the same manner as 
an trator 18 appointed by the board of trade under the 
Regulation of Railways Act, 1868. To an arbitration of this 
kind it is clear that the Arbitration Act, T3859, would apply, and 
as the proceedings in the present case were in substance an 
arbitration, and not a local inquiry, it was held that the gentle- 











h man who had held the local inquiry was bound to state a case. 


| 


To avoid difficulty it was agreed that the Board should formally 
appoint the same gentleman to act as arbitrator under section 
63, and that he should not be required to rehear the evidence 
which had already been brought before him upon the inquiry. 


WHERE THERE’s a debt there’s a debtor, but the sheriff 
who was made a garnishee in Re_ Greer, Napper v. Fanshawe 
(reported elsewhere) probably had a dislike fo the Iatter 
appellation, as it was stated he did not admit that the 
money in his hands was a debt. However, like most 
sheriffs, he took no part in the argument, and the decision, 
which is obviously right on the authorities, is, that money 
in the hands of a sheriff is a debt due from him “to the 
execution creditor which can be garnished subject to any rights 

m bankruptcy. ‘There is a certain grim humour 
in the sherifi thus having the tables turned on him, and finding 
himself suddenly called on to shew cause why he, the officer of 
the law, should not pay “the debt due from him,” The other 


point decided—viz., that grders to pay into court cannot be 
enforced by garnishee proceedings seems an unfortunate over- 
sight in the rules, fo which it is just as well that the present 


case should have drawn attention. 














RECOVERING COSTS OF APPEALS TO THE HOUSE 
OF LORDS. 


Tux existing arrangements for recovering the costs of an appeal 
to the House of Lords from a judgment of the Court of Appeal 
in an action proceeding in the High Court are antiquated and 
unsatisfactory. We do not say that the inconvenience thereby 
occasioned is felt very often or by a very large number of 
suitors, or, indeed, that any actual deadlock is ever created, but 
we do say that our law reformers who are at work consolidating 
our twelve Judicature and Appellate Jurisdiction Acts and our 
thousand and one rules of court might do well to cast a look 
the time-honoured fictions and musty precedents with 

which a respondent is confronted when he has to enforce pay- 
ment of the — of an —_ to the House of Lords which has 
resulted in his favour. In the case of Brockleshy v. Temperance 
Permanent Byilding Society (11 Times Rep DOT} the House of 
e appeal, with costs. One of the respondents 

om the appeal was the Nineteenth Century Building Society, 
and that society became entitled to be paid its costs, which were 
taxed by the taxing officer of the House of Lords. There 

in form was the judgment of the court of final appeal of 
supreme authority, and there was the direction contained in it 
that the it was to pay the respondents their costs; and 
yet, when it came to the point of actually enforcing payment, 
the ? ent was found to be of no more executive force than 
anl0 U ors bill of exchange. It created a cause of action, 
. ‘That was some consolation, no doubt, to the Nine- 
” Building Society, which proceeded to issue a 
writ of summons for the recovery of the costs due to it under 
the order of the House of Lords. That was its only remedy in 
the absence of a precedent for making the order an order of the 
We will endeavour to present our readers with an outline of 
the cases which govern the practice—or, rather, the absence of 
any practice—on this point, and we think we may promise them 
that the presentment will not be entirely devoid of entertaining 
features. We will further endeavour to remove the dust of 
ages from this obscure corner of our judicial system by a puff of 








practical suggestion, delivered with all the diffidence and awe 
which such venerable dust commands. 

In the year 1750, in a case of Attorney-General y. Scott (1 Ves. 
sen. 413; see especially p. 419), the Menid of neds tihones a 
decree of. the Court of Chancery. The same difficulty arose as 
to enforcing payment of the costs as in the recent case we have 
mentioned. The Lord Chancellor was moved to make the order 
of the House of Lords an order of the Court of Chancery, in 
order that it might be enforced as to costs by the process of the 
court. The Lord Chancellor was willing to do this if he had 
power. He said it was necessary that this should be done 
where the judgment appealed from was reversed or varied ; 
but, being doubtful whether it had ever been done before in the 
case of a judgment affirmed, he directed the ‘‘ register” to 
institute a search for a precedent, adding that, if that learned 
official should be able to find one, he should draw up the order 
in the like form. Whether or not the learned ‘‘ register” found 
a precedent, or ever completed the search, history telleth not. 
Al we know about it is that that case is cited in Seton (p. 747) 
as an authority for the statement that ‘‘ where a judgment is 
simply affirmed (by the House of Lords), it is not necessary to 
make the order an order of the court,’ which does not coincide 
with the report of the case in Vesey, sen., from which it is cited. 
No one said it was not necessary. 

The next case seems to throw some light upon the laborious 
search imposed by the court on the “register” above referred 
to. Unless we are to believe that he or his successors in sub- 
sequent generations succeeded in discovering a precedent, we 
are driven to the conclusion that in 1864 the Court of Chancery 
had taken courage and made a precedent for itself. In JVent- 
worth v. Lloyd (13 W. R, 146) the House of Lords affirmed a 
judgment of the Court of Chancery, and the same old difficulty 
arose as to enforcing payment of the costs. The Lord Chan- 
cellor ordered that the order of the House of Lords should be 
made an order of the Court of Chancery for the express purpose 
of enforcing payment of the costs. Sir Huan Carrns, who 
moved for the order ex parte, did so on the ground that the 
payment of costs could not be otherwise enforced while the 
House of Lords was not sitting. The Lord Chancellor, however, 
did not give any grounds for granting the application. The 
report merely says, ‘‘ The Lord Chancellor made the order.” 

In 1878, in a case of Marbella vy. Allen (38 L. T. N. 8. 815) 
the House of Lords affirmed a judgment of the Exchequer 
Chamber with costs against the appellant. The same difficulty 
arose as to enforcing payment of the costs, and the respondent 
brought an action to recover them. The appellant demurred. 
He contended that according to Macqueen’s Practice of the 
House of Lords, to which we will refer more particularly later 
on, there was power in the House of Lords to enforce its own 
order for the payment of costs, and that, therefore, the action 
ought not to have been brought. The court held that the order 
of the House of Lords for costs created a cause of action, and 
such cause of action was not taken away by the fact that the 
House of Lords had power to enforce its own order. 

It will be seen from these cases that, in bringing an 
action to recover its costs, the Nineteenth Century Building 
Society in the recent case we first mentioned was acting strictly 
according to precedent. The position of the court appealed 
from with regard to an order of the House of Lords affirming 
its own decision was that while it declined to adopt the affirming 
judgment until the ‘‘ register” found a i pee for doing so, 
or until it was satisfied that the House of Lords was not sitting 
at the time, it would nevertheless give a judgment to the same 
effect if an action were brought upon the order of the House of 
Lords. Let us now try to reconcile this attitude of the court 
appealed from when its judgment was affirmed with that which 
it adopted when its decision was varied or reversed. 

In 1851, in Man v. Ricketts (3 De G. & 8. 446), the House of 
Lords varied a judgment of the Court of Chancery and remitted 
it for necessary alterations. It was then made an order of the 
Court of Chancery. The order of the House of Lords gave costs, 
which were taxed by the Olerk Assistant of the House. The 
order of the House of Lords directed certain amendments to be 
made in the order appealed from, and after considerable dispute 
the form of the amended order was settled by the court. The 
successful party applied to the Olerks of Records and Writs for 
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execution for the costs of the appeal to the House of Lords. 
This was refused by the Olerks of Records and Writs, and the 
appellant applied to the court for an order to issue execution, 
which was also refused. Subsequently the appellant moved the 
court for an order against the respondent to pay the amount of 
costs. The court made the order for payment of the costs with- 
out interest. It is difficult to conceive on what principle the 
court acted in this case. There was an order for the costs duly 
entered as one of its own orders, and yet it found itself incapable 
of issuing an execution on it. And though incapable of execut- 
ing its own order, it subsequently felt itself empowered to make 
another order to the same effect precisely, and execute that. 
The probable explanation is that official red tape was powerful 
behind the bench. In matters of procedure the strength of 
official red tape, when the knots are designed by technical minds, 
always has been, and always will be, tremendous. 


It is not necessary to go further with the cases. The practice 
canae 




















gradually b ly established that where an C) 
How i ed or reversed an order of the court 
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: v. H. (L. R. 

: ; , La par arding (14 W. R. 825), Gann v. 
Johnson (L. R. 6 C. P. 461), British Dynamite, $c. v. Krebs (27 
W. R. 575, 11 Oh. D. 448). 

Before we sum up the precise. position established by these 
cases, we will refer to the power of the House of Lords to 
enforce payment of the costs of appeals. Standing Order IV. of 
November, 1876, requires an appellant to the House to either 
give security with sureties for £200, or to deposit that sum for 
disposal to cover costs and fees. According to Denison & 
Scott’s House of Lords Appeal Practice, 1879, p. 172, the £200, 
if deposited, is paid into the Fee Fund of the House by the 
appellant. If he is successful, it is repaid to him by the Clerk 
of Parliaments or Clerk Assistant.. If the appeal is dismissed, 
with costs, it is paid to the respondent or respondents in propor- 
tion to the taxed amounts of their respective costs. It is 
obvious that £200 is quite inadequate in many cases to cover 
the amount of the respondents’ costs, especially as the fees have 
to be deducted. The next point to consider, therefore, is what 
further power the House possesses to enforce payment of costs. 
It cannot issue any writ of execution, but, according to 

equeen’s Practice of the House of Lords (pp. 270-274), which 
is quoted by Denison & Scott, there are three methods by which 
the House can enforce its order for costs—viz., ‘‘ (a) by estreat- 


ing the recognizances; (5) by making an order to arrest the 
defaulter ; and (c) by remitting the judgment to be enforced by 
the court below.” These three me are not worth much. 


o estreat the recognizances is only to realize the £200 which is 
sometimes deposited, and which is frequently quite inadequate. 
To arrest the defaulter is a process which in vend days, when 
imprisonment for debt has been abolished, may be considered as 
obsolete. To remit to the court below is to do what the court 
below has probably power to do for itself. 

Reading the cases we have cited together with the quotation 
from Be ee the following is the result :— F 

1, order of the House of Lords affiyming a judg- 
ment of the court below may be made an on Be of the 
court below if the House of Lords is in recess, and may 
be enforced by the court below as to costs. 

2. If the House of Lords is sitting, it may remit such 
a judgment to the court below, to be there enforced 
as to costs. 

3. If the order of the House of Lords varies or reverses 
the judgment of the court below, it may as of course 
on ex parte motion be made an order of the court 
appealed from, and will thereupon be enforced as to 
costs and otherwise in the ordinary way. 

4. There is no precedent or decision which stands in the 


, way of the court a pas ene ing and enforcing 
every order of the E ouse of Lords, whether the House 
is sitting or not, and whether the Sie eee 

ries or reverses the ee of the court. The 

+ case of Attorney-General v. (1 Ves. sen. 419) is no 
authority against the discretion of the court 








ow to 


adopt an order of the House of Lords for the solé 
purpose of enforcing payment of costs. 





In these circumstances we would venture to ousgest that the 
Rule Committee should add a rule to order 41 to the following 
effect :—‘‘ Every order of the House of Lords made on appeal 
in any cause or matter proceeding in the High Court may, on 
production of a duly authenticated copy of the same to the 
master, registrar, or chief clerk, be made an order of the 
division of the High Court in which the action or matter is 
proceeding, and may be enforped in the same manner as a 
— or order of such division to the same effect could 
enforced.’’ 


It is only right that we should point out that one effect of 
the rule we have suggested would be to briog an order of the 
House of Lords under the ordinary rules as to execution, and to 
enable the party prosecuting it to levy for interest on the costs 
from the time it became an order of the court. In Man vy. 
Ricketts (3 De G. & 8. 446) the court refused to allow interest 
on the costs of an — to the House of Lords, and, as recently 
as 1873, in Lancashire and Yorkshire Railway v. Gidlow (L. R. 9 
Ex. 35), it was held that there was no power to give interest on 
costs ordered to be paid by the House of Lords. We mention 
these cases, though we confess ourselves unable to see why an 
appellant or respondent who succeeds in the House of Le 
should be placed in a worse position than a successful party to 
an action in the High Court. 





PARCELS IN REGISTERED CONVEYANCES UNDER 
THE LAND TRANSFER ACT, 1875. 

Ir is impossible to over-estimate the importance of describing 

the parcels in a conveyance with accuracy. Nothing passes 

except that which is described and that which i 


cri 
? th > shinehe 4a vielen, ‘tae 
@ reconve or, i purchaser objects to reconvey, 
tho tacller fo beng on sues Ges Ge soleniien-oF the 
conveyance. : 
he draftsman has to consider, not only what description is 
accurate, betty = Patthly the be intelli ~- to 
persons reading the t. Pro most accurate i 
tion that can be made would be reference to latitude gal laa 
tude, but this would pean for most p - as, — 
question arose as to what , it wo necessary 
employ the services of a Sule cavemen In — parcels 
are described by the name and nature of the thing, as “ All 
that farm known as Down Farm,” or ‘All that messuage 
known as 500, Oxford-street,” by the acreage, or, in the case of 
a small plot of land, by the number of square yards contained 
in it, by the parish and county, by the abuttals—i+., by a 
statement that it is bounded ‘‘on north by land now or 
late belonging to A. B., on the east by the high road leading 
from London to Oxford ”—or, in the case of a in a town, 
‘on the south by Oxford-street, on the east by No. 501, Oxford- 
street,” and sometimes by the number of feet or in each 
abuttal, by the occupation, “all whi 
the tenure and occupation of J. 8. 
now in the tenure or occupation of 
in the cane of 0 Saw Ne ate 8 
, & w is now commonly 
erg 2 to refer to a map, which may 
indorsed on the conveyance ; the reference 
the Ordnance Map or to the Tithe Map. 
the property differs from that contained 
we usually give also the old d 
were formerly described and con by 
ing, that is to say,” &c. 
tow, wast heme tae so 
It may be argued as vendor 
what is intended to be conveyed, and as the 


possession at once, h is sufficient ; 
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am, or it may arise as to the identity of the parcels on a 
resale, 

To consider the importance of the several parts of this de- 
scription, as we have already said, disputes may arise (1) as to 
what the vendor has conveyed, (2) as to boundaries with a 
neighbour, (3) as to rights exercisable by the purchaser as 
owner of the ropes conveyed to him over the land of a 

4 


stranger, and (4) as to identity on a resale. 
The first of the description is ‘‘Down Farm.” There 
must be a large number of labourers and others who know 


gence well what lands form part of Down Farm, what are its 
undaries, and what rights of way the occupier enjoys over 
neighbouring farms. In the Wealden District of Kent and 
Sussex there is often no fence or hedge, or other physical 
boundaries, between the woods of adjoining owners, but the 
woodreeves and gamekeepers know the boundaries perfectly 
well; the reason being that it is part of their duties to do some- 
thing on one side of the boundary and not on the other. 

As to the acreage and list of fields. It happens not rarely 
that some fields are thrown into, and that others are taken 
away from, a farm, which, nevertheless, retains its name. The 
addition of the pomes and list of fields corrects the primary 
description of Down Farm in these cases. It should, perhaps, 
be remembered that in most cases the acreage given in the book 
of reference of the Ordnance Survey is incorrect for convey- 
ancing purposes, as the measurements are made to the stake of 
the hedge, and do not include the ditch, which usually belongs 
to the owner of the hedge. 

the store of the abuttals is of the utmost importance, as 
it shews @ vendor has not retained a small slip of land for 
himself between the land conveyed to the purchaser and that 
belonging to an adjoining owner. It is, perhaps, not generally 
known, except by lawyers of considerable experience in convey- 
par 4 that on the sale of land which is likely to «become 
available for building, it is not unusual for the vendor to retain 
a strip of land of a yard in width along one side of the land 
sold, the object being to prevent the purchaser from making a 
road across his own land soas to give a neighbouring landowner 
convenient access to a high road, or to roads made by the 
vendor, as, if this were done, it might enable the neighbourin 
landowner to bring his land into the market in competition wi 
the vendor. 

The ipti ancy is of great convenience, 

i ly in ape ports of the country where farms are not 
commonly called by their own name, but by the names of the 
occupiers. 

A map has been called “‘a very good servant, but a very bad 
master.” Mr. Darr (1 V. & P. 601) says :— 

**Care, however, should be taken in using a plan to have 
either a substantive description of the property in the 
body of the deed or in a schedule, so as to let the plan 
be merely in aid and explanation of this description, or 
else to insure perfect accuracy in the plan itself. This 
is particularly requisite in conveyances or leases of 
mines - oe bn terraneous strata, Bed where land is 
cut up for buildi urposes, or is otherwise conveyed 
by Amc to end lines of demarcation. 57 
such a case a slight error in the drawing of the plan 
may be attended with very serious consequences.” 

Mr. Darr proceeds to the description of a case (Lyle v. Richards, 
L. R. 1 E. & I. App. 222) oan a slight error in the map 
produced very serious consequences. It is perhaps right to 
point out that the words quoted are Mr. Dart’s own, as they 
will be found in the editions of his ‘‘ Vendors and Purchasers,” 
published by him without the assistance of an editor, and that 
as they are retained in the last edition, they are ro gt tn of by 
the editors—namely, the late Judge Banner, Mr. Harpanz, 
The edition of un ol 

ition of an old description is of t importance for 
the se Wille’ en: m actos oc sesele’ wa te tats She 
a © arises between the purchaser and a stranger as to 
oe claimed either by the purchaser over the stranger’s land 


or the converse. 

Now let us consider the method of describing land —— 
under the Land Transfer Act, 1875. We take a case of regis- 
tration with absolute title (which applies to registration with 


ae 
fobs? > 





possessory title also) from “ Examples of the Modes of is- 
tration, &c., under the Land Transfer Act, 1875,” published as 
an official document in 1893. The description of the land 
registered with an absolute title will be found on page 8, and 
it is as follows: ‘‘The land in the parish of Auburn, in the 
county of Essex, edged with red on the filed map No. 001.” On 
turning to the map (Form 2) we find part of the land on the 
Ordnance Map is edged with red, with a statement that the 
boundaries of the estate are edged with red. It will be 
observed that this mode of description, depending on a map 
only, offends against the canon of Mr. Dart. In the case of a 
registered title the use of a map alone is most disastrous, for 
the registration is not conclusive as to boundaries. Add to 
which, that no colouring of a map on the 25-inch scale can 
define land with sufficient accuracy even for agricultural pur- 
poses, as a yard of land is represented on the map by about 
‘014 inches, or, in other words, one-tenth of an inch on the map 
represents rather more than six yards of land. We ueed hardly 
point out that the most careful draftsman must occasionally 
make an error which, if the thing which passes depends upon 
the map alone, will be of a very serious nature; possibly even 
the natural shrinkage of the paper may produce the same effect. 

However, even assuming that the colouring is quite accurate, 
the description is very imperfect. In the map in question the 
words ‘‘ Down Farm” are written on part of the land inclosed 
with the red line. But it does not appear whether the thing 
conveyed consists of (1) the whole of Down Farm ; (2) part of 
Down Farm; (3) the whole of Down Farm and something else ; 
or (4) part of Down Farm and something else—all of which 
may be matters of the greatest importance. 

Next, the abuttals are not stated. We may guess that part 
of the thing conveyed abuts on a road shewn on the map, but as 
the boundaries are not conclusive, the map is quite consistent 
with the vendor having retained a slip of land between the 
thing conveyed and the road. 

Su that the property conveyed is really the entirety of 
Dow Yorn and nothi y clos, and that the registered proprietor, 
being told that the employment of a solicitor is unnecessary on 
sales of land, enters into a contract for the sale of Down Farm. 
He will not be able to make a title to Down Farm owing to the 
inadequate description on the register. Evidence will have to 
be gone into as to what is meant by “‘ Down Farm,” and, even 
assuming that it can be shewn that the regi land is known 
by that name, the title to Down Farm will be imperfect owing 
to the provisions in the Land Transfer Act, 1875, as to 
boundaries. 

This is not a merely imaginary difficulty. The purchase may 
be made by an adjoining landowner. In a case of this nature, 
while the actual position in space of the boundaries of the land 
which he purchases is not of much importance, it is of the 

reatest importance that he should acquire land which touches 
is own. 

The only safe plan will be for every purchaser, besides takin, 
his registered transfer, to take also a conveyance in the us 
form, containing a proper description of the parcels which will 
be good in equity. It must, however, be remembered that 
there appear to be no means, except by an .. TpeE to the 
court or registrar under section 57 of the Act of 1875, of putting 
notice of this equitable conveyance on the register. 

We sometimes wonder how it was possible, in the face of the 
great authority of Mr. Dart, to have ted the scheme of 
conveying by reference to a map only @ practical incon- 
venience arising from the uncertainty of what passes is much 
more serious ae case of the we song a iece of land 
formin of registered it is on the purchase 
of a es agibors ing the whole of that which is Arsene y 
For it will be observed that thelarger the estate the smaller is 
the ratio of the land as to which the title is uncertain to the 
whole of the land purchased. (The mathematician will observe 
that, if the pieces of land purchased are similar in shape, the 
ratio varies inversely as the square root of the area of the land.) 
Again, if the whole of the regi land is not transferred to 
the purchaser, the vendor may set up a claim to that of the 

as to which the description is uncertain which is adjacent 
to that retained by him ; while, if the whole is transferred, the 
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only dispute which can aries is one between the purchaser and | as would endanger the Bill. It should, however, be said that the 


his neighbour. 

To take an example, a vendor having a registered title toa 
large strip of land contracts to sell a slip 220 yards by 22 
yards—in other words, an acre—abutting on the high road. 
Under a conveyance in the ordinary form it would be quite 
clear what was intended to pass, but under a registered transfer, 
owing to the uncertainty as to what passes, it would not be 
clear that the purchaser got the frontage, and even if this was 
clear, assuming that the uncertainty extended to one yard in 
width, there would be a doubt as to about 480 square yards. 

The practical result to which we arrive is that where the pro- 
perty purchased is of very large extent, where the question as 
to boundaries is not of much importance, and where the pur- 
chase includes all the land registered in the name of the vendor, 
the risk incurred is one that a very willing Saige vd may think 
fit to incur ; but that, on the other hand, where the thing pur- 
chased is a small plot of land, where the question as to 
boundarics is of primary importance, and where the purchase 
is of a part only of the land registered in the name of the 
vendor, the risk is so great that no prudent person will incur it. 
We must also point out that it is barely possible for the contract 
for sale to be one which can be enforced—in cases, at least, 
where the land sold is bounded by the land of a stranger. No 
doubt if the vendor were to sell by the description on the 
register, stating that the land was registered by that description 
so as to affect the purchaser with notice that the boundaries of 
the land purchased were uncertain, he might obtain specific 
performance. But suppose that he describes the land in the 


usual manner as Down Farm, containing so many acres, it is, to | pé 


say the least, a very doubtful question whether he could enforce 
the contract specifically. 

The difficulties that we have discussed arise in part from 
the form of registration, and in part from the provisions of 
the Land Transfer Act, 1875. They may readily be obviated 
by providing : 

(1) That the — may describe the land in any manner in 
which they think fit, subject to the approval of the registrar, 
with an appeal to the court. 

(2) The provisions in the Act as to boundaries should be 
repealed, and it should be enacted that, while yee 
should not be conclusive as to boundaries, it should taken 
to be primd facie correct as to abuttals. In other words, that 
the onus of proof should lie on the person disputing the cor- 
rectness. 

We can see no reasons against the first of these proposals. 
No doubt it will be said that a long description will incumber 
the register. The answer appears to be that paper is cheap, 
clerical work is not dear, and that it would be possible, if 
thought fit, to charge the usual fee of 8d. per folio for engross- 
ing the parcels. 

As to the second proposal, no doubt it is not possible to 
guarantee the actual position-in space of the boundaries, but it 
is possible to ascertain, and therefore to guarantee, that the 
land sold is commonly called Down Farm, that it is in the occu- 
pation of A. B., that it contains certain acreage, that it abuts 
upon land reputed to belong to O. D., and that it comprises the 
wiate (or part, as the case may be) of certain fields on the 
Ordnance Map. 








LEGISLATION IN PROGRESS, 


CuurncH PAaTroNAGE.—The Church Patronage Bill introduced by 
the Archbishop of Canterbury has been considered in Committee of 
the House of Lords. Clause 1 (Transfer and Transmission of rights 
of patronage) provides that, subject to the savings in the Bill men- 
tioned, it shall not be lawful (a) to sell or offer for sale by public 
auction any right of patronage; or (b) to charge or incumber an 
right of patronage; and any such sale, charge, or incumbrance sh 
be void. Lord CoLERIDGE moved an amendment to strike out the 
words ‘‘ by public auction,” explaining that his object was to forbid 
altogether the sale of rights of patronage. Viscount CRANBROOK 
said that the real effect of the amendment would be to put an end to 
a Bill which contained extremely useful provisions for putting down 
the worst forms of corruption in re to presentation to livings 


provision as it stood seemed to give a fresh sanction to the sale of 
eseweege otherwise than by public auction. Similar views as to the 
effect of the carrying of the amendment having been expressed 
by the Bishop of London, the Archbishop of Canterbury, and 
other peers, Lord CoLERIDGE, stating that he had no wish to 

the passing of the Bill, withdrew the amendment. Clause 
that if the bishop is satisfied that a presentee is unfitted for the 
discharge of the pastoral duty of the benefice to which he has been 
presented, by reason of physical or mental infirmity or —o of 
existing pecuniary em t, of misconduct or neglect of duty 
in a previous benefice or office or employment, of his life, or of 
grave scandal or evil report concerning his moral conduct, and is of 
opinion, after having given to such presentee a reasonable oppor- 
tunity of being pee that the institution would on such grounds be 
injurious to the parish, the bishop shall refuse to institute the pre- 
sentee ; but the presentee is allowed an to the archbishop of 
the province, or, if the benefice is in the diocese of an archbishop, to 
three bishops of the province appointed by the Crown. Lord Gri- 
THORPE moved a new clause providing for a formal hearing of the 
objection to the presentee before the bis in the first instance. 
The Lord Chancellor said that securities ought to be taken that no 
man was excluded from a living without the most ample opportunity 
for thorough investigation, but the would in some cases 
lead to two litigated ings, where one would be en , and 
after discussion the amendment was withdrawn. The passéd 
through Committee, and was reported to the House with amend- 
ments. 


PAYMENT INTO CourT.—The wren were Sports to the Life 
Assurance Companies (Payment into Court) Bill introduced by Lord 
MAOCNAGHTEN points out the difficulties in which. life assurance 
companies are frequently placed owing to uncertainty as to the 
rson entitled to receive payment of policy-moneys. For some years 
it was the practice for such com to pay the moneys into court 
under the Trustee Relief Act; but the ice was discontinued in 


practice 
consequence of the decision of Jessen, M.R., in Re Xi *s Poli 
(1 Ch. D. 611), where he pointed out that 
not bring themselves within the provisions 0: Trustee Act, 
ege of paying mone in! cou unGe! his A he said, 


‘* The privil 
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the Hi h Court, or, in peti: Hey either into the: Palatine 
the High Court, any policy-moneys in respect of which, in the 
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gg The Bill has been read a second time in the House of 
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CASES OF THE WEEK. 


Court of Appeal. 
ABBOTT & CO. v. WOLSEY—No. 1, 16th May. 


Satz or Goops—Conrract—AccerTaNnce—RE&coGNITION OF PRE-EXISTING 
Contrract—Sare or Goovs Act, 1893 (56 & 57 Vier. c. 71), s. 4. 


This was an appeal from a judgment of a divisional court (Wills and 
hehe gg JJ.) on an appeal from the county court of Surrey at Wands- 
. The action was for non-acceptance of goods. In July, 1894, the 
plaintiffs, who were hay importers, sold to the defendant, in pursuance of 
an order, A nag. 4 of bay by a sale note in the eer geen | terms :—‘‘ Sold 
to W. H. Wolsey, Nine Elms, about 20 tons second quality Dutch hay at 
‘as. 6d. per ton, delivered alongside Woleey’s Wharf, two clear days 
allowed for discharging . . . barge to be alongside before Saturday, 
2let July, or order cancelled.’”” The hay was not delivered by the 21st of 
July, as the plaintiffs themselves did not receive it till the 4th of August. 
On that day they sent a messenger to the defendant to ask whether he 
would take the hay. He sent back a verbal answer, ‘‘I will take the hay 

A if the barge is al ide by. nesday, the 8th of August.’’ Accord- 
ingly the a ighterman took the hay to the defendant’s wharf on 
the 8th of August, and banded a delivery note to the man in charge of the 
wharf. No corresponding receipt note was given in return. The defend- 
ant came on pened the barge, looked at the hay, rolled over a portion, 
and, taki -g a sample, said, ‘‘ This hay is not up to my sample, and I 
won’t have it.” e@ defendant subsequently wrote to tke plaintiffs, 
that he stood on the terms of the contract for delivery on the 21st 

of July, and declaring the contract cancelled. The plaintiffs, having sold 
the hay at a loss, a this action in the county court to recover 
damages from the defendant. The county court judge found that the 
} oo contract had become cancelled, but that there was a new 
v contract to take delivery on the 8th of August, and that 
the were ted and received under that contract within the 
of section 4 of the Sale of Goods Act, 1893. He gave judgment for 
intiffs for £23. _ Section 4 of the Sale of 3, enacts as 
8 :——**(1) A contract for the sale of any goods of the value of ten 
or upwards shall not be enforceable by action unless the buyer 
accept part of the goods so sold and actually receive the same, or 
im earnest to bind the contract, or in part payment, or 

note or memorandum in writing of the contract be made and 
charged or his agent in that behalf. (3) There 

aaa ace any of goods within the meaning of this section when the 
0 the goods which recognizes a pre-exist- 

er there be a ance of the 

x appeal the Divisional Court reversed the judgment 

of tise county court judge on the ground that there was no evidence of 
such a dealing with the goods by the defendant as to constitute an accept- 
ance of them by him within section 4, sub-section 3, of the Sale of Goods 
Act. The plaintiffs appealed. It was argued in support of the appeal 
that the county court judge had believed the evidence given on behalf of 
the plaintiffs, and that the only question of law was whether there was an 
within the meaning of section 4 of the Sale of Goods Act, 1893, 

which was now substituted for section 17 of the Statute of Frauds. The 
intention of the new enactment was to confirm the decision of Page v. 
Morgan (33 W. R. 793, 15 Q. B. D. 228). An examination of goods by a 
to see if they were in accordance with a pre-existing contract 
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accordance with the contract. On the part of the defendant reliance was 
placed on Taylor v. Smith (40 W. R. 486; 1893, 2 Q. B. 65), and it was 
contended that the defendant’s acts were not such acts as were only con- 
sistent with a pre-existing contract of sale. 

Tus Cover (Lord Esuer, M R., and A. L. Surru and Rosy, L.JJ.) 


M.R., eaid that the only question which it was open to 
the Divisional Court to consider was whether there was evidence on which 
the county court judge could reasonably find that there had been such an 

ance of goods as to satisfy section 4 of the Sale of Goods Act, 1893. 
In his opinion it was impossible to say there was no evidence of acts on 
the part of the defendant which recognized a pre-existing contract of sale. 
The judgment of the county court judge ought therefore to bave been 
allowed to stand. The Divisional Court reemed rather to have treated 
the case as if the question had been whether there was evidence of accept- 
ance within ecction 35 of the Act, which was quite a different thing from 
acceptance within section 4. 
A. L. Surrn and Ricsy, L JJ., concurred._-Counset, Channell, Q.C., and 
Forman; Witt,Q.C , and Fraser Macleod. Soricrrors, G. H. Knott; W. 


[Reported by F. G. Rucker, Barrister-at-Law. } 
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THE PORTSEA ISLAND BUILDING SOCIETY v. BARCLAY—No. 2, 
20th May. 


Burtpinc Socretry—Borrowmc Powers—Revease or Secugtry—Ssrconp 
Morreace. 


The question raised in this case was whether an indenture of the Ist of 
December, 1891, was binding on the plaintiff society. The circumstances 
under which that deed was executed were as follows :—The Portsea Island 
Building Society was incorporated under the Building Societies Act, 1874 
A Mr. House had at divers times prior to December, Ieor Borrowed from 
the society large sums, exceeding in all £17,000, such sums having been 
advanced to him as a member of the society in pursuence of the objects 
and rules of the society in that behalf, and having been secured by a first 
mortgage and further charge upon certain freehold property at Gosport. 
In the year 1891 the society was in want of cash, but its borrowing powers 
were exhausted, and no loan could be validly made to the society. It was 
therefore arranged that House should borrow the sum of £6,000 from the 
Imperial Life Insurance Co. on the security of the property so mortgaged 
by him to the society as aforesaid, and that the seoletg should join in the 
security in order to release its charge on the property in favour of the 
Imperial Co., so as to give the Imperial Co. a first charge, and should 
further secure the Imperial Co. by a deposit of the deeds and securities 
taken by the society from House. It was further arranged that the 
£6,000, when received by House, should be by him paid to the society in 
part payment of his debt to the society, leaving the residue of his debt 
secured by a second charge only on the property. In pursuance of 
such arrangement the said indenture of the 1st of December, 1891, 
was executed. The thereto were:— House of the first part, 
the society of the second part, the trustees of the society of the third 
part, and the trustees of the Imperial Co. (thereinafter called the mort- 
gagees) of the fourth part. By such deed, after a recital that the mort- 
gagees had agreed at the request as well of the society as of House to 
lend to House the sum of £6,000, it was witnessed that in consideration of 
£6,000 at the request of the society paid to House by the mortgagees 
House covenan’ to pay the mortgagees £6,000 with interest. And 
thereby the society, at the request of House, conveyed and released, and 
the trustees, by the direction of the society, conveyed and confirmed the 
said property to the mortgagees discharged from all moneys due to the 
society, but subject to a proviso that in case House or the society should 
repay in manner therein mentioned the sum of £6,000 the property should 
be reconveyed to the use of the society, its successors or assigns, or as 
they should direct, subject (in effect) to such right or equity of redemption 
as the premises would, if that indenture had not been executed, have been 
subject to under the society’s mortgages. The £6,000 was, upon the 
execution of the indenture of the Ist of December, 1891, duly paid to 
House, and was by him paid to the society shortly afterwards. In 1892 
the society went into liquidation. The action was brought by the society 
and its liquidators against (amongst others) the mortgagees and House, 
claiming (inter alia) a tion that the indenture of the lst of Decem- 
ber, aoe was ulird vires the society, and should be set aside ald can- 
celled. é action came on for * r . 
Romer, J., held that the said deed was ulird vires and void, and gave to 
the plaintiffs other consequential relief. The mortgagees appealed. 

Tue Covrr (Linptey, Lorgs, and Kay, L.JJ.) dismissed the appeal, 
holding that the effect of the transactions between the parties was exactly 
that which the parties intended—namely, a loan by the Imperial Co. to 
House upon the eecurity of a first mortgage and the postponement of the 
society’s mortgage; that upon the construction of its rules the society was 
forbidden to lend money on a second mortgage, and that, although the 
transaction was not in form a loan to the society, yet that it had all the 
consequences and inconveniences of a loan, and that the transaction was 
not within the powers of the society, it being, in fact, a mode of enlarg- 
ing their borrowing powers without any authority. Their lordships 
further held that, the money not having been advanced by the Imperial 
Co. to the society, but to House, the Imperial Co. had no equity to be 
allowed to rank as creditors of the society in respect of such parts of the 
£6,000 as were properly applied by the society in payment of its creditors, 
and that the case did not fall within the doctrine applied in the case of 
The Cork and Youghal Railway Co. (L. R. 4 Ch. 748).—Counsen, Cozens- 
Hardy, QC., and Rowden; Haldane, Q.C., Carson, Q.C., and £. Ford. 
Souicrrors, Henry Kimber § Co. ; Chamberlayne § Short. 


[Reported by W. Scorr Txompsox, Barrister-at-Law.]} 


Re TUCKER’S SETTLED ESTATES—No. 2, 20th May. 


Serriep Lanp Act, 1890, s. 15—Improvements—Payment py TENANT FOR 
Lirs—RerayMent out or Carrrat Money. 


This was an application by originating summons raising the question 
whether, under section 15 of the Settled Land ~ 1890, the court has 
jurisdiction to order the repayment e tenant for life, out of capital 
money in the hands of the trustees of sums of money which the tenant for 
life bag ot paid for improvements in a case where no scheme such as 
is under the Settled Land Act of 1882 had been submitted by the 
tenant for life either to the trustees or the court before the execution of 
the improvements. The ae ws issued by the tenant for life on the 
5th of December, 1894, as that the trustees o e settlement for 
the purposes of the Settled Land Acts might be directed to apply the sum 
of £652 7s. 8d. out of capital money in their hands in payment for certain 


improvements, comprising (inter alia) (a) additions and alterations for 


sanitary purposes to the mansion-house necessary or proper to enable the 
same to be let ; (6) the rebuilding of certain stables, and the sinking of a 
well, and the providing of water supply toa farm. The summons was 


ahah ee oh & & of tm oe Oot lok i oS ee oe ee 
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heard by Kekewich, J., sitting for Ohitty, J.,.on the 4th of March, 1895, 
and his lordship refused to make the order asked for in respect of the 
above items, on the ground that, the tenant for life having rym & yon 
for the same, and no scheme having been previously submitted, he no 
power to do so under section 15 of the Settled Land Act, 1890. The 


tenant for life a > 
Tue Covrr (Lixpiey, Loprzs, and Kay, L.JJ.) varied the order of the 
i shi: ted that the not ‘ to hold 






court below. 











p ‘ he acl 
Ships ne it many of the items in question were in respect of re 

and not of improvements, and they directed the trustees to pay to the 
tenant for life a sum of £100 in respect of sach of the items as their lord- 
ships considered were properly chargeable to capital.—Counsg., Ashton 
Cross; W. Howland Jackson. Sorsorrons, H. 8. Knight Gregson ; Barton ¢ 
Pearman. 





[Reported by Wu. Scorr Tuomrsow, Barrister-at-Law.]} 





High Court—Chancery Division. 


Re GREER, NAPPER v, FANSHAWE—Chitty, J., 19th and 20th February, 
25th and 26th April, and 21st May. 
Pracrice—JvupGMENT FoR Payment or Monzy into Covrt—Mopes or 

Enrorcrnc—Garnisuez Procesprincs—Money in Hanns or Suerirr— 

Banxevrptcy Acr, 1890 (53 & 54 Vicr.c. 71), s. 11—R. 8. C., XLIL., 3, 

4; XLV., 1. 

Application to make a garnishee order absolute. This case raiscd two 
questions of practice—viz.: (1) Can a judgment for payment of money into 
court be enforced by garnishee proceedings? (2) Can money in the ds 
of the sheriff be ished? The order nisi attach 0 e 
of the short ae an exécution levied by him on behalf of the defendant, 
such money being attached to answer: (1) A sum of money which the 
defendant had been ordered to pay into court ; (2) A sum which he had 
been ordered to pay to the applicant. The order nisi was made within 
fourteen days of the completed execution. The defendant submitted that 
neither sum could be garnished, contending, first, that orders for payment 
of money into court could not be enforced by garnishee proceedings, and, 
secondly, that in any case the sheriff could not be made a garnisheo. He 
was not a debtor, nor was there any ‘‘ debt owing or from him” 
within ord. 45,r.1. At all events, there was no debt till the sheriff had 
retained the money for fourteen days under the Bankruptcy Act, 1890, 


es. 11. Till then there was only a mere ibility of a debt, to which 
order 45 did not spply : Webb" y. Stenton a om B.D. 518). The 
applicant contended ‘that money in the hands of the sheriff was a debt 


actually owing : Morland v. Pellatt (8 B. & Cr. 722). The 11th section of 
the Bankruptcy Act, 1890, merely gave the trustee a power of intercepting 
the money within the fourteen days. It was debitum in presenti solvendum 
after fourteen days if not intercepted. 

Currry, J., said the first question was whether a garnishee order could 
be made attaching a debt to answer a sum of money ordered to be paid 
into court. This depended on orders 42 and 45 of the Rules of Court. 
By rule 4 of order 42 a judgment for the ment of money into 
might be enforced by writ of sequestration, or, In cases in W - 
ment was authorized by law, by attachment. Attachment there meant 
attachment of the person. By rule 3a judgment for the recovery by or 
pees to any person of money might be enforced by any of the’ modes 





y which a jud ent or decree for the payment of of any court 
whose j ction was transferred by the principal Act ht have been 
enforced at the time of the passing thereof. A order 











modes 0 aplorel Day ; fed. oa et 
was y t urt 0 oat ev. Di 4 
585, 29 Ch. D. 351). Judgments for score rs were generally 


final, but judgments or orders for payment into court were generally not 
final. The money might be paid in for security only or for safety of the 
fund, and the person ordered to pay it in not unfrequently was entitled to 
have some part of the money afterwards paid out to him. Ordinary writs 
of execution were, therefore, not made ap le to orders for payment 
into court. His lordship now turned to order 45, the order which related 
to the attachment of debts. Rule 1 provided that the court or a judge 

a 


might, upon the ez parte application of any person who had 
judgment or order for the recovery or payment of money, order that the 


debis owing or accruing from the garnishee should be attached to answer | given 


the judgment or order. Thus far no distinction appeared to be made 
between a judgment or order to pay to a person and a judgment or order 
to pay into court. But the rule went on to provide that it might be 
ordered that the garnishee should appear to shew cause why he should 
not pay tot who had obtain ch judgment or the debt 
due from him, or so much thereof as mig sufficient to satisfy the 
judgment or order. This latter part of the rule governed the previous 
part, and shewed unmistakably that j ts or orders for payment of 
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obtained a judgment or order for payment to h 
faction or part satisfaction, as the case migh 

ment to such pe 


AC 
satis 
or order. Pa 














direction as the first rule. 
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iat + 

was suiliicien 0 cite mé ' a Cr. 722, 
726, 727). By the enactment referred to the sherif ted to retain 
the money for fourteen days, and in the event of supervening 
the execution creditor lost his t to the money, effect was to 
ae A . If more technical 
fuage Was requisite we wry Pat execution creditor's 
right to the money was vested, but liable to be divested. His right to the 
money was not a contingent, but dengeds In this case no bank- 
ruptcy had supervened. The order sisi therefore be discharged as 
to the money ordered to be into court ; but as to the money ordered 


to be paid to the applicant, it would be made absolute, Apaiens fe ; 
cherie costs.—CounsgEL, ‘Cooper Willie, Q.0.; Byrne, Q.0., and TW. 
Chitty. Soxscrrors, 0. 7. ; H. H. Fanshawe. 

[Reported by G. Rownanp Ausron, Barrister-at-Law.]) 


Re CLAYTON AND BARCLAY’S CONTRACT—Chitty, J., 15th and 16th May. 


Banxrurtcy—Unopiscuarerp Banxrupr—Arrer-acquirgep Prorsrtry — 
LEASEHOLDS—TRANSACTIONS BEFORE INTERVENTION OF Taustex —BAnk- 
ruptoy Acr, 1883 (46 & 47 Vicr. c. 52), ss. 44, 54, 55, 168. 


Vendor and purchaser summons. In 1891 leases with onerous covenants 
were granted to an undischarged bankrupt. In 1892 the bankrupt mort- 
gaged the property to the vendors. In 1894 the fenton feet promenres 
of the property as mortgagees, and shortly after—viz., on the 4th of May, 
1894—they contracted to sell the prop to T 
in_bankru had not intervenec 
















applied to real estate ( ? 
WR. 295, 551; 1892 2Uh-T33), and tha 

not a condition precedent to the property 

Act, 1883, ss. 44, 54, 168. 

Revs, 7a Se pay oreg b oy ape 
section 54 of connection 
<i'narl 160 the iatows to Gea teams to 
instanti to his trustee in 
by the vendors that the 


rly pecpaby sy ys v. 
Mitchell applied, and that. the did not vest in the trustee till he 
interv . In ¥. Court of Appeal, after deliberation, 


ship had to consider whether any such reasons would justify him 
in introducing a further limitation to the or laid 
down the Court of Appeal. It to lordship that 
he ought not to any further limitation. The language 
of the Court of Appesl wet. lenge, Gneeeiy 20 Satete aS: eee 
It was certainly large h to include chattel .interests 

His lordship considered that he ought to it to such interests. He 
He could see various inconveniences which t arise if he held that the 
proposition did not . He would not go anthem, Seen Se 


ee? 
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if after-acquired leasehold property vested ¢o instanti without intervention, 
according to the purchasers’ argument, that the trustee should have no 
et oe ee under eection 55 to disclaim such property. His lord- 


. fr, merely mentioned the point without expressing any 
The result was that, as the trustee had not intervened when 

was e, the mortgagees acquired a aos title as against 

the 5 trustee had not onl7 not intervened, but was ready to 


join to shew he conscnted to the sale. This would put an end to any 
question in regard to the fact of non-intervention. The deed of 


possible 
PF nec tet ht ory contain come words to that effect if the pur- 


if 


\ 


[' 


chaser desired it. en the purchaser said the title was too doubtful to 

be forced on him. But this was not a question of the construction of a 

vate document or a doubtful statute. The Court of Appeal had already 

the question before them and decided it, and this court did not 

consider a title doubtful when the Court of Appeal had given an opinion 

in favour of it. No costs.—Counset, F. Cooper Wilis; Carson. Soxict- 
tors, Beaumont § Son ; Irvine, Hodges, § Borrowman. 

[Reported by G. Rowianp Aston, Barrister-at-Law. | 


BROWN v. ROSE—Chitty, J., 17th May. 


LanpLonp ann Tzenant—Lease—Restricrive CoveNaNt—TITLE TO EN- 
rorcs Buripinc Scueme—Cuance IN CHARACTER OF EstaTE—InsuNcTION.® 


This was a motion for injunction to restrain the defendant from 
erecting or causing or allowing to De erected upon the yard or gardens of 
his 4 her 4 me at noe Serpe in the county of Middlesex, 
apy w might m the air, obstruct the light, or in any wa 
incommede the plaintiff's house, No. oe Bator hill aforesaid, or 
pt the view therefrom, or destroy the uniformity of the premises, 
y other way cont to the covenants contained in the leases, 
3rd and 4th of April, 1822, of Nos. 4 and 5, Bayswater-hill afore- 
from interfering with the plaintiff's ancient lights. The leases 
were leases of two out of five villas with gardens, all erected 
Som on property of the Bishop of London. On the site of 

3, Bayswater-hill there had been recently erected houses on 
of mansions, and the defendant proposed to raise a similar 
the site of Nos. 4and 5, Bayswater-hill. The leases of all five 
for long terms, and contained a covenant similar to that on 
motion was founded, and all except the lease of No. 1, Bays- 
were granted to one Bark, three being granted in the year 1822, 
one, that of No. 2, a few years later. The plaintiff claimed through 
Stephenson, to whom the lease of No. 3 was assigned in 1871, but had 
surrendered his lease and taken a new lease. It was contended for 
him that the above circumstances pointed to a common building scheme 
under which the original leases were ted, so as to affect sub-assigns of 
thoee leases with an intention of g mutually bound by the lessees’ 
covenants in the leases, eo *- Martin (37 W.R. 689, 14 App. Cas. 12), 

i - 9, 11 Ch. D. 866), Russell v. Watts (34 W. R. 

0 a 591), and Re Birmingham and Distriet Lan 

(41 'W. R. 89; 1 on. é defen 

that there was nothing to shew a common building scheme, and 

aleo that: the characfer of the property had so altered since the leases that 

the doctrine of Duke of Bedford v. Trustees of British Museum (2M. & K. 
552) applied. 

Currry, J., said that there was no evidence from which the court could 

conclude that there : ng scheme. Moreover, 

some eq on the part of the sub-assigns of the léases by which 

they obtained the benefit of the covenant in question, how could these 

by any reasonable intendment of equity, be made to apply to 

g@ the old villas and gardens? The view, for 

from a emall villa was totally different from the view from a 


had been that alteration e character of the property 
a if nnins 6 @nforce e equ ) e p ae 


ri et 

















te 


instance, 
mansion. 










{ ntliate 5 ne piain no Hau Tio D ougd herself within 

thoriti On the evidence, neither the plaintiff nor her predecessor had 
bought on the faith of the supposed covenant. The motion, therefore, so 
far as it rested on the covenant, failed:—Counsz1, Byrne, Q.C., and Ellis ; 
pee A ar and Younger. Soxicrrons, Roweliffis, Rawle, § Co. ; Nisbet, 
> . 





[Reported by J. F. Waxey, Barrister-at-Law. } 


\ Re GAMSON AND SCHREIBER'S CONTRACT AND VENDOR AND 

; | | PURCHASER ACT, 1874—North, J., 16th and 17th May. 

Dusps_or Azrancement Act, 1887—Converance iv Trust ror Saez 

_ aud Duzp or Fammy Annancement—Recistration—VeEwpor AND Pur- 
, CHAsER—OxsEcTIoN To TiTLz. 







e 28th of February, 1804, 
ment Act, 1887. A 


reversioners under the will of one Thomas Green, by which certain debts 
‘which had been incurred by his executrix (the tenant for life) In carrying 
on his business were to be paid off, o creditors of his estate satisfied, 
, and the residue was then to be 
In order to effect the arrangement the 
tenant for life and the reversioners concurred in executing a conveyance 
of ‘the testator’s freehold estates to the vendors upon trust to sell the same 
@ certain time, and to hold the proceeds of sale upon the trusts of 
of even therewith. These were the two deeds referred to in 








two deeds were deeds of arrangement, and therefore void from not having 
rg page within the time prescribed by the Deeds of Arrangement 

ct, , 8. 5. 

Nortu, J., after referring to the judgmentof Fry, L.J., in Re Batten 
(22 Q. B. D. 697-8), and sections 4 (a), 5, and 19 of the Deeds of Arrange- 
ment Act, 1887, decided that, as the arrange for the benefit of 

ticular credi' and : re generé 













8 of the 4 5 en Lady, Q.U., and £ 
Davie W.0., Younger, and Sweet. Soricrrons, Kingsford, Dorman, § Co. ; 


Warren, Murton, ¢ Miller. 
[Reported by R. Sittem, Barrister-at-Law. } 


BOTTON v. THE CITY AND SUBURBAN PERMANENT BUILDING 
SOCIETY—Stirling, J., 17th May. 


Buripine Socigty— WITHDRAWAL or Mempers—Repayment or ApvANcES— 
InsTRUMENT oF DissoLuTION —PRroritTIEs. 


This was a motion oe plaintiff, a member of the above society, the 

object whereof was to have it determined whether the rights as to priority 

of repayment given to withdrawing members under the rules of the society 

were liable to be overriden by the provisions of an instrument of dissolu- 

tion po ren Nag es 32:of the Building Societies Act of 1874. The 
la: j : he 



















e was 
in the following terms : pon one in writing of 
his intention so to do, any member may withdraw his investments at auy 
monthly meeting of the society, the amount to be repaid out of the 
moneys received from members in repayment of advances on the night for 
withdrawal ; but should the repayments not be sufficient, the balance 
shall be paid from the same fund on the next or following monthly 
night. If several members shall give notice to withdraw within any 
one month they shall be paid pro rata.’’ The directors, however, were 
to have power, upon 2 resolution of the board, to use the mon‘hly 
subscriptions to assist in repaying withdrawals. Rule 32 prov ed 
that the society was to be dissolved if its funds should not suf- 
ficient to meet the claims made upon them, or if any other cause 
rendered dissolution absolutely necessary. By rule 33 the rules of the 
society could only be altered, rescinded, or repealed by a general meeting 
properly convened, and no such alterations or repeals could be properly 
e except with the concurrence of three-fourths of the members then 
resent. The society was established in 1865 under the statute 6 & 7 
ill. 4, c. 32, and in 1887 was incorporated under the Building Societies 
Act, 1874. The plaintiff was the owner of five fully paid-up shares of 
£50 each in the society, and on the 20th of January, 1891, he gave notice 
of withdrawal of his investments under rule 5 aforesaid. This notice 
became effective on the 20th of February, 1891. An application had 
already been made to the court in respect of the plaintiff's rights under 
the said notice of withdrawal, and in the course of that application the 
Court of Appeal decided that, under the rules of the society, the plaintiff 
became entitled to be repaid his investments out of all moneys received 
from members in repayment of advances on and subsequent to the 20th of 
February, 1891, subject to the claims of all members who had given 
notices which became effective before that date, and pari passu with 
members who had given notices which became effective on that night, and 
in priority to members who had given notices which became effective 
subsequently thereto. By an instrument of dissolution executed on the 
on the 13th of Fe , 1895, under section 32 of the Benefit Building 
Societies Act, 1894, it was decided to wind up the society. By clause 4 of 
that instrument it was provided that, after pune of the claims of 
depositors and other creditors, the funds and property of the society 
should, subject to the prior payment of costs and expenses, be divided 
among the mem in proportion to the amounts to their credit 
in the books. It was also further provided that the word ‘‘ member” 
should include all members, whether they had or had not given notice of 
withdrawal, and that those members who had given such notice of with- 
drawal were not to take priority over those who had not, but all were to 
rank pari passu. As soon as the plaintiff learnt of the execution of the 
said instrument of dissolution and its , he gave notice of the 
motion aforesaid. The question for the decision of the court was whether 
the plaintiff's rights under the rules as omen Court of Appeal, 
and set out above, were extinguished by the instrument of disso 


lution. 

May 17.—Srratine, J. [after sta the facts, continued as follows :].— 
From the balance-sheets of the society published in the years 1891 and 
1892 it would that there ought to be funds in the coffers of the 
society ap to the satisfaction of the 8 Claim, and if the 
society bed bean ordered to be wound up the plaintiffs right to have those 
funds s0 @ would not have been effected by that order: Walton 
v. Baye (33 W. R. 417, 10 App. Cas. 33), Re Alliance Society (28 Ch. 
D. 559). It was , however, by the defendants at the 
hearing of the motion that the plaintiff's rights were put an end to by 
the instrument of dissolution, and in support of that view they relied 
on the case of Kemp v. Wright (1894, 2 Ch. 462). The judgment 
of the learned judge in the court below in that case seems to me to 
be based on these two propositions—(1) that what was Gone Sr 
Wright could have been ly done by an alteration in the rules ; @) 
that that ey Si cond he Gone wee ogee eioney by 90 Sot 
dissolution section 32 of Act of 1874. principle these pro- 
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positions cover the present case, but it is sald thet thy second one is incon- 





Q 


WESESES SS SES ESS _ 








ding 
4 of 
s of 
siety 
ided 
edit 
er” 
e of 
rith- 
re to 
the 
the 
ther 
eal, 
is80- 


hose 
tlton 











A 


May 25, 1895. 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 











sistent with what was laid down by the Lord Sapeies congeee in the 
same case (1895, 1 Ch. 121). Now, I have carefully co the Lord 
Chancellor’s judgment, and I am of opinion that it expresses a different 
view of the effect of an instrument of dissolution from that taken by 
Kekewich, J., in the court below. Consequently the second proposition 
cannot be relied on. By section 18 of the Act of 1874, which is the 
statutory enactment as to the alteration of rales, it is provided that 
an alteration is to be made only with the eanction of a meeting, 
of which notice must be given in the manner provided by the 
rules.’ Now no such meeting has been held in this case. It is 
further to be noticed that an instrament of dissolution might be duly 
executed in accordance with section 32 without any meeting called 















at all. Now the courts have always attached importance to the due 
observance of rules relating to general meeting i hareholder 
alected may he be so inclined, express I ‘ie here is one 
case more than anotterin which such @s ought to be rigidly followed, 
i ms to me to be where vested Frights of a shareholder, or c of share- 
holders, aro sought to be taken away by the alteration of an existing rule. 
Insucir a Case hink that alterations in ules can only be heid binding 


when they are made modo et forma as prescribed by the Legislature. I 

the defendants are right, then in a case where a small number of members 
have given notice of withdrawals, but these have exhausted the funds of 
the society, it would be possible for the remaining members, without even 
hearing their fellow-shareholders, to deprive them of the advantage they 
have gained and of the fruits of their diligence. I cannot think that that 
was intended, and I am of opinion that the plaintiff is entitled to the 
injunction for which he asks.—CovunsgEL, Hastings, Q.C., and C. B. Bovill ; 
aga Q.C., and Montague Lush. Soxicrrons, Skipper § Tucker ; Piesse § 

On. 
[Reported by Anruur Morton, Barrister-at-Law.] 


NORTH METROPOLITAN TRAMWAYS CO. v. LONDON COUNTY 
COUNCIL—Romer, J., 17th May. 


Pvuncuase or Tramway sy Loca, Avurnuorrry—Purcuase or Part or 
TramwaY—UnpertTakineo—Tramways Act (33 & 34 Vicr. c. 78), s. 43. 


This was an action claiming damages for trespass; but the point at 
issue turned on the question whether the defendants were entitled to take, 
by compulsory purchase, so much of the plaintiffs’ tramlines within their 
district as were comprised in one only of the many special Acts passed 
with regard to the Plaintiffs’ undertaking, without pes the whole 
undertaking. Section 43 of the Tramways Act, 1870, empowers the local 
authority, within twenty-one years from the time when oters of 
the tramway were empowered to construct it, to require such promoters, 
with the approval of the Board of Trade, by notice in writing, to sell to 
them their undertaking, or so much of tne same as is within such dis- 
trict, upou terms of paying the then value. The defendants claimed the 

ight to purchase so much of the plaintiffs’ tramways, works, and under- 

ing as were within the county of London, and were authorized by a 
special Act of 1871. It was argued on behalf of the plaintiffs, that they 
had obtained a number of later special Acts for fresh tramlines authorizing 
the extension of their undertaking, which Acts referred to the later tram- 
ways as part of their undertaking, and that, consequently, the council’s 
right to purchase only arose twenty-one years after the of the last 
authorizing Act. 

Romer, J., held that the defendants were right in their contention. In 
his lordship’s opinion the word ‘‘ undertaking” could only refer to the 
special tramway which the promoters were empowered to construct by 
any special Act or provisional order. The word “ un ”” was no 
doubt used to shew that the local authority were entitled to acquire the 
business of the tramway. The section clearly contemplated a company 
being obliged to sell a part only of its tramways, fcr no local authority 


could buy any part except what was in its district. hase must be 
made subject to the approval of the Board of Trade, w val would 
no doubt be refused in an improper case.—OounseL, Sir R. Webster, Q.O. ; 


Cripps, Q.C.; A. Carrington; Finlay, Q.0.; Neville, Q.C.; G. M. Freeman. 
Souicrrors, Hugh Godfrey; W. A. Blaazland, 
[Reported by J. Anruur Paice, Barrister-at-Law.] 





Winding-up Cases. 
Re THE REPERTOIRE OPERA CO. (LIM.)—Vanghan Williams, J., 9th 
May. 


Company—Waurwine up—Parmants Maps] AvTar Presentation oF Perrrion 
—Compantes Act, 1862 (25 & 26 Vicr. c. 89), 8. 153. 


This was a summons in the ing up of, the above-named company 
by the liquidator that the t to the firm 
of y & Co. of the sum 6 on 8th of , 1893, and of 


the further sum of £49 6s. on the 20th of March, 1893, vere, improper 
ments, in that the first of such payments constituted a ulent 
and the second of such paymer was 


commencement of the winding up and thal 0 or the airect 5) 
gullty of misfeasance and breach of trast In making or cCausitig t be made 
rie ao bVe-méentioned paymen is, aid 0] 





ahd thé two directo were jointly and sever 


1 Bald sums, With interest. The liquidator Oased his c on 
following Circumstances. The company was formed in 1892, and by 


agreement the company acquired from & Co. the right of repre 
sentation don epun Stee ears from October, 1892, in 





y of 
percentage of the gross to Boosey & Co. On the 4th of 
Sere Ties at connnay aaigull tae Sigler agehunndaen oF 








opera for Australia and New Zealand, subject to payment of foes and 
sayeltien; ond the to the company a sum of £200 on account. 
On the 22nd of February t Co. 


, 1893, roomgy A presented a petition for 
winding up, alleging that £114 14s. 5d. was due to them for arrears of 
fees for London performances and £120 their proportion of the 
of £200. On the 4th of March, 1893, the y agreed to sell the lease 
of their premises to Messrs. Lowenfeldt for . Onthe 
company paid £235 to Boosey & Co. in settlement of the debt alleged in 
their petition. On the 4th of March the company passed a resolution 
that in view of the unsatisfactory state of the affairs of the company and 
the necessity to take steps to protect the assets an extraordinary meeting 
of shareholders should be convened to consider 
up poe A and on the 10th of March the notices were sent out. O 
the 11th of March the petition of Boosey & Co. came on for hearing and 
was withdrawn. On the 13th of March a creditor's petition for 
compulsory winding up was presented by 
voluntary winding up were passed 
same day the company paid a further sum of £49 
being the balance of fees in respect of the London performance 
opera. On the llth of April, 1893, the company was ordered 
wound up by the court. Boosey & Oo. said that they were not a 
oe presentation of the second petition until f 
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Vaveuan Wiurams, J., held that the 
but that on the liquidator undertaking 
received in respect of the ormances in Australia or 
back to Boosey & Co. the £49 6s., and their proportion under the 
ment of such payments, Boosey & Oo. were to pay the £49 6s. 
company. The respondents to have their costs out of the estate 
Boosey & Co.’s. case to be at li set 
In delivering judgment bis 
payment of £235 was not made a view to 
on the ba he thou he ¢ 

to 


baat 
eels 


ng 
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could y was the must have been negligent or careless or they did not 
choose to know of it. It the Ghethens Santee to pay She See ey, 


repaid on the undertaking of Meagher pe The liquidator had failed 
against the respondents on the 
increased by the minor matter. 
their costs.—Counset, Swinfen , ac, ; a 
Bucky, C., and Pattisson. So , Stanley, Woothouse, § Hedderwick ; 
Leggatt, Rubinstein, $ Co. ; Hores § Pattisson. 

[Reported by V. pz 8. Fowxe, Barrister-at-Law. 





High Court—Queen’s Bench Division. 
Re AN ARBITRATION BETWEEN THE KENT COUNTY COUNCIL AND 
THE SANDGATE LOCAL BOARD—17th May. 
sy Unsan Avrnorrry—Oon- 
GovERNMENT 


TION BY 
opmnion or Oountr—LocaL 


Loca, Government—Main Roap 
TRIBUTION BY County CouNcIL—. 
Bo BLIGATION TO 8T. Case FoR 


ARD—O) ATE 
Governuznt Act, 1888 (61 & 52 Vuor. c. 41), s. 11 (3)—Ansrraation 
Act, 1889 (52 & 53 Vior. o. 49), ss. 19, 24. 
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and ultimately they applied to the judge at chambers for the order, which 
he made. The Tonal ees ment Board appealed from this order, which 
was pupparted both by the county comet ad by tha local bo wd. The 
A tion Act, , 8. I, provides tha any referee, arbitrator, or 
umpire may at any stage of the proceedings under a reference, and shall 
if eo directed by the court or a judge, state in the form of a special case 
for the opinion of the court any question of law arising in the course of 
the reference’’.; and section 24 provides that the Act shall apply ‘“‘ to 
every arbitration under any Act passed before or after the commencement 
of this Act as if the arbitration were pursuant to a submission, except in 
ao far as this Act is inconsistent with the Act regulating the arbitration, or 
with any rules or procedure authorized or recognized by that Act.”’ 
The considered judgment of Taz Covrr (Cave and Lawrzancer, JJ.) was 
delivered b 
Cavz, J., who, after stating the facts, said: The present question 
, as.has been-already stated, under section 11, sub-section 3, 
Certain differences likely to 
arise under that Act are to be settled in manner provided by the Act, 
as follows:—By section 2 (3) (2) the number of the county councillors 
and their apportionment between each of the boroughs which have 
sufficient population to return one councillor and the rest of the county 
shall be such as the Local Govérnment Board may determine. By 
section 11 (3) the amount of the payment to be made by the county 
council to the urban authority towards the cost of the maintenance and 


- repair of a main road ‘‘ shall be such annual sum as may be from time to 


time agreed on, or in the absence of agreement may be determined by 
arbitration of the Local Government Board.’’ Section 11 (4) provides that 
a county council may require a district council to undertake the main- 
tenance and repair, Xc., of any main road, in consideration of «uch annual 
payment by the county council for the costs of the undertaking as may 
from time to time be agreed upon, ‘‘or in case of difference be deter- 
mined by arbitration of the Local Government Board.”’ Section 11 (6) 
provides that if any difference arises between a county council and any 
highway or sanitary authority as respects the authority in whom any 
drain used for any purpose in connection with the drainage of any main 
road is vested, or as to the use of any sewer or other drain ‘‘ the council or 
the highway or tanitary authority may require such difference to be 
refi to arbitration, and the same shall be referred to arbitration in 
manner provided by this Act.’’ By section 11 (9) if any difference arises 
under that section between acounty council and a district council as to the 
refusal of a county counci] to make a payment under that section to 
the district council in respect of any undertaking or road, or as to a road 
having been placed in proper repair and condition previously to its 
becoming a main road, or as to any notice given to the district council 
by the county council to place a road in proper repair and condition, such 


difference shall, if either council so require, ‘‘ be referred to the arbitra- 


tion cf the Local Government Board.’’ By section 12 (2) the sums to be 
= by the County Council for the county of Southampton to the Isle of 
ight Highway Commissioners in respect of the repairs and maintenance 
of the Isle of Wight roads are to be such sums as may be agreed upon, 
or incase of difference’ be settled by arbitration under that Act. By 
section 22 the shares of the different county councils to the probate duty 
grant are to be estimated in such manner as the Local Government Board 
By section 24 (6) the guardians, authority, or officer to whom a 

eum is payable under that section on the certificate of the Local Govern- 
ment are to submit to the Board their claim to the payment in 
such manner and produce such evidence and comply with such rules as 
the Board from time to time require or make. By section 26 (1) the 
Local Government Board are to certify the sum expended by the 
jans of each r law union on salaries, &c. By section 26 (2) the 
Government Board are to fix the day on which the rateable value of 

a poor Jaw union situate in more than one county is to be taken. By 
section 32 (3) (b) the terms on which a borough, to which a grant of 
quarter sessions is made, is to redeem its liability to contribute to the 
4£osts of the county quarter and petty sessions may be agreed upon, 
or in default of agreement may determined by arbitration under 
that Act. Section 32 (c) provides for reference to arbitration under 
the Act.» By section 33 (2), where it is necessary to ascertain the 
rateable value of a county and a county borough, it is to be ascertained 
by a joint committee ; and the number of eee for the county 
and each county borough respectively shall be settled by agreement, or, 
in default of agreement, by the Local Government Board. By secticn 50 
fi) say difference as to the county which contains the largest portion of 
a of such district as is referred to in that section shall be 
to the Local Government Board, whose decision shall be. final. 

It will be seen from the foregoing extracts that any differences which may 
arise and which are not specifically provided for are to be settled—first, 
i under this Act; secondly, by arbitration of the Local 
it Board ; or, thirdly, by the Local Government Board without 

in what way. Subsequent portions of the Act appear to be 
specifying how these three modes of adjusting differences are 

to be carried out. By section 62 (2), in default of an agreement a; to any 
matter setae for the purpose of the Act, or any matter 
which, in case of difference, is to be referred tu arbitration, then, if no 


and, notwithstanding anything-in the said Acts, is to determine the 
amount of the costs, and to have power to disallow as costs in the arbi- 
tration the costs of any witness whom he considers to have been called 
unnecessarily, and any other costs which he considers to have been in- 
curred unnecessarily. By section 63, where the Local Government Board 
are required in pursuance of the Act to decide any difference or other 
matter referred to arbitration in pursuance of the Act, the provisions of 
the Regulation of Railways Act, 1868, respecting arbitrations by the Board 
of Trade, and the enactments amending those provisions, are to apply 
as if they were therein re-enacted, and in terms made applicable to the 
Local Government Board and the decision of differences and matters 
under the Act. By section 87 (1), where the Local Government Board are 
authorized by the Act to make any inquiry, to determine any difference, 
to make or confirm any order, toframe any scheme, or to give any consent, 
sinction, or yet to any matter, or otherwise to act under the Act, they 
may cause to be made a local: inquiry, and in that case, and also in a case 
where they are required by the Act to cause to be made a local inquiry, sec- 
tions 293 to 296, both inclusive, of the- Pub i: Health Act, 1875, are to 
apply as if they were therein re-enacted, ant in terms made applicable to 
the Act. It appears, therefore, that the Act specifically provides for the 
mode in which differences are to be eettled.. When they are to be 
settled by arbitration under the Act section 62 applies. Where the Local 
Government Board are to decide any difference or other matter referred 
to arbitration, section 63 is to apply. Now section 63 must be intended 
to apply to cases where the difference is to be determined by arbitration 
of the Local Government Board. This, indeed, was not disputed by the 
Attorney-General and Mr. Sutton, but they contended that section 87 
also applied to such differences. We are of opinion, however, that section 
87 is confined to the cases of difference which are to be determined by 
the Local Government Board otherwise than by arbitration, but that, 
where the difference is to be determined by arbitration of the Local 
Government Board, the mode of so determining it is provided by eection 
63, and by that section only. Some cases were cited which, however, have 
very little bearing on the point in dispute. In 1 ae 
Railway Co. v. Ulster Railway Co. (8 De G. M. & G. 487) it was held that 
the Board of Trade and Commissioners of Railways were not by the Act 
there in question placed in the position of private arbitrators. It is suffi- 
cient to say that that Act had no section equivalent to section 63 of the 
Act of 1888. It has not been suggested that, if the Board of Trade 
appointed an arbitrator under section 63 and the Regulation of Railways 
Act, 1868, he would not be governed by the ordinary legal prineiples 
which attach to private arbitrators. The next case is Parsons v. Laken- 
heath School Board (58 L. J. Q. B. 371), in which Lord Field ‘then 
Field, J.) appears to have thought that under rule 20 of the 
Regulations as to Triennial Elections, 1866, the Education Depart- 
ment was entrusted with judicial duties which it must perform in the 
ordinary judicial way. The case has no bearing that I can see on 
the matter here in dispute. The third case, The Bexley Local Board v. Ths 
West Kent Main Sewerage Board (9 Q. B. D. 518), had still less to do with 
the matter in hand. The only other question is whether the Arbitration 
Act of 1889 applies to arbitrations under section 63 of the Act of 1888. 
By section 19 of the Arbitration Act any referee, arbitrator, or umpire 
may at any stage of the proceedings under a reference, and ghall if so 
directed by the court or a judge, state in the form of a special case for the 
opinion of the court any question of law arising in the course of the refer- 
ence. The power was new when the Act was passed, but it is most bene- 
ficial, and I can see no reason—and, indeed, none has been suggested— 
why it should not apply to an arbitrator appointed by the Local Govern- 
ment Board under section 63. The only difficulty in the case is that the 
Local Government Board have purported to proceed under section 87, 
which in our judgment is not applicable, instead of under section 63, 
which is. Probably the best course will be that the Local Government 











Board should . Codrington an arbitrator under section 63, and 
that, without | g pexpense of taki ng Whe erience over again, he 
sh Ould se 3 aro 19 

quifé ready -to—consent) state ered b 








Ap - ow B23 , A.G., and Henry Sutton ; 
Finlay, Q.C., and R. M. Bray ; R. C. Glen. Sorscrrors, Sharpe § Parker ; 
Palmer & Bull, for Brennan § Turner, Maidstone ; Talbot $ Foster, for Brock- 
man, Folkestone. 

[Reported by T. R. C. Dit, Barrister-at-Law.] 


SPENCER v. MIDLAND RAILWAY CO.—13th May. 


Brut or Satz—Licencs to vse Yard ror Storming Goops—Lien on 
Goons — Britis or Sate Act, 1878 (41 & 42 Vicr. c. 31), ss. 3, 4— 
Buus or Saux ‘Act, 1882 (45 & 46 Vicor. c. 43), 8. 9. 








This was-a motion on behal tiff that the award and judg- 
ment of the official referee in e defi company 8 
set as bat an agreement made between the was 
fn eitect a bi ale, and therefore uired registration, and that the 


same had not been registered. The action was one for trespass alleged 
to have been committed in moving certain stone belonging to the plaintiff 
which was stored by him on premises belonging to the company. 





such adjustment or determining such difference is 


other mode of 

or amaarnl yf the Act, such adjustment or difference may be made or 
by an arbitrator appointed by the parties, or, in case of 

difference as she. te eppeintesans, appointed by the Local Government 


Hoard. By (3) an 


















zg 0 
ator may state a special case, 


arbitrator appointed under the Act is | 
— 


a, | use of the yard for the purpose o 
ect to an. arbitration are.to | 


The 
agreement upon which the whole really depended was contained 
‘in a oom dated the 9th of November, 1893, which, after reci 
that it was made po the Midland Railway ve a rae 
| John Spencer, trading as Spencer Bros., stone merchants, of the o part, 
mn wee ee were owners and Mee iers of a certain station 
yard at Bow. company agreed cer Bros. a licence 
tk po ape stone at a 
y rent of £20, There was a proviso in the agreement that the licence 
| ‘so granted should not be deemed to create a tenancy. The important 
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clavee upon which the argument for the plaintiff rested was as follows :— 
‘€ All goods stored on the said premises shall be deemed to be in the 
possession of the company, and to be subject to a lien for the sum hereby 
agreed to be paid for the general balance of carriage or other 
charges which miay from time to time become due from Spencer 
Bros. to tie company, and shall also be subject to the company’s ordinary 
warehouse conditions.’’ For the plaintiff, counsel in support of the motion 
contended that the only defence to the trespars would be if the company 
could shew that they had rights of ownership in the stone they had 
moved. Whatever rights in the goods the company had were created by 
the document in question, which was the sole evidence of the terms of 
the agreement between the parties. That document was in fact a bill of 
sale, for it came within the definition given in section 4 of the Bills of Sale 
Act, 1878, which enacts that any agreement by which a right in equity to 
any personal chattels or to any charge or security thereon shall be con- 
ferred shall be deemed a bill of sale. The agreement had not been 
registered, and was therefore void: Ex parte Hubbard, Re Hardwick (35 
W. R. 42, 17 Q. B. D. 690); Ze parte Ciose, Ke (33 W. R. 228, 14 
Q. B. D. 386). The object_of the Bills of Sale Acts was to prevent 
persons ostensibly d : g Sy Were 













Morris ¥. L700 
2 Ch. 352). For the responden®#"tounse 
merely defined the rights of the parties, and was not an ment by 
which a right in equity to any personal chattels was created. Under it 
the company acquired no right to take the property, which did not exist 
before the document was created. The possession of the goods was never 
transferred to them, but when the stone was stored on their enclosed 
premises they acquired a physical possession, in the same way and to the 
rame extent only as a dock company had the physical possession of goods 
left with them or stored in their wharfs. During the time that the stone 
was in the station yard the plaintiff had the right to exercise, and did 
exercise, acts of ownership: Ex parte Parsons, Re Townsend (34 W. R. 329, 
16 Q. B. D. 532); Reeves v. Barlow (12 Q. B. D. 436). 

Tue Covrr (Lord Russert, CJ., and Cartes, J.), in dismissing 
the motion, said the document in question was not a bill of sale, and 
therefore did not require to be registered. It did not empower the de- 
fendant company to seize or take possession of the 
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ps a. ne g ve LeU am Bs, Due 
agreement, coupled with their physical possession, p meer a legal, but 
not an equitable, right. The doccment, therefore, did not confer on them 
a right to take the as security for their account, which before was 
non-existent; all it did was to define in writing the hts of the 


Parties. The company gran the use 6 of t e 


plaintiff as a stacking ground for his stone, together with the use of a sho: 
and covered shed for dressing the stone.in. The stacking ground an 
sheds were on that part of the yard which was enclosed by s, and the 


entrances and gates to the yard were always under the direct care and 
control of the company’s servants. All the agreement granted was a 
licence to the plaintiff, as one of their customers, to use of their 
— for storing his goods on certain conditions. On the principle 
id down in Reeves v. Barlow and Ez parte Hubbard, Re Hardwicke such an 
agreement did not operate as a bill of sale on the goods brought upon the 
premises, for neither the lien of the company on the goods actually on the 
— at the time the agreement was entered into, nor that upon goods 
ereafter to be brought on from time to time, was a a og in equity to the 
8, or any charge or security thereon conferred by the document itself. 
he document, therefore, was not a bill of sale within the meaning of the 
4th section of the Bills of Sale Act, 1878, and did not require to be 
registered before it could be enforced, The decision of the referee was 
therefore right, and his award and judgment appealed from must_be 
affirmed.—Counset, Herbert Reed, Q.C., and Metcalfe; Lawson Walton, 
Q.C., and W. J. Nobel. Soxrscrrons, Norris ¢ Son; Beale § Co. 


[Reported by Exsxixe Ruin, Barrister-at-Law.] 


BARRY AND CADOXTON LOCAL BOARD v. PARRY—14th May. 


Loca Government — Pavinec Expznses — Liaanmity or Frontacer — 
Sraeet Paved To THE SATISFACTION oF THE Urnsan Avurnorrry—Pvstic 
Heatta Act, 1875 (38 & 39 Vier. c. 55), s. 150. 


Appeal from the decision of the judge of the Cardiff County Court. 
This case involved a question under section 150 of the Public Health Act, 
1875. That section provides that, ‘‘ where any street within any urban 
district (not being a highway repairable by the inhabitants at large), or 
the carriageway, men f or any other part of such street is not sewered, 
levelled, paved, metalled, fisgged, channelled, and made or is not 
lighted to the satisfaction of the urban authority, such may by 
notice” require the frontage-owners to make good the same, ues- 
tion was whether, when a street had been once made 
manner that the urban authority ought to have been with it— 
though, in point of fact, they did not express their satisfaction—whether 
the frontage-owners could subsequently be charged with the expenses of 
repairing and making it good. The facts were these :—In 1886 the district 
now controlled by the plaintiffs, who are an urban authority, was under the 
jurisdiction of the Cardiff Union rural authority, and in that as plans 
were submitted to the rural authority, by the owner of certain in the 

15 which the over proposed fe deal UN Wa alone: pete 
manner in w! the owner pro: to se - 
and channelling of the streets. The plans were approved by Soa 
authority, and the works were done in accordance with the plans. 
There was no evidence that the rural authority expressly 


i 
F 


present authority came into They, 1 
expressing either approval or proval. But in 1891, y 
having fallen into disrepair, the plaintiffs gave notice to the defendant to 
make it good. The notice was not complied with, and the plaintiffs did 
the work themselves, and sought to the defendant with a propor- 
tionate part of the expenses. The county court judge, 


matter came, found for the defendant in respect to that part of the claim 
which referred to paving and channelling the streets, holding that, from 
the fact that the plaintiffs did not express iy fe with the 
work, it must be assumed that they were sati with it, and that, there- 
fore, no further liability could fall on the frontage owners. He based his 
judgment on the authority of v. joard (20 
Q. B. D. 63), H Local Board v. is (1893 ; 


is e , and am 
Board of Works ¥. win . i plaintiffs beet, A 
in the ho Court contended that they were not bound to take over 
the streets, and that the cases relied on by the learned county 
dealt with sewers only, and that their application was confined to ; 
For the defendant it was argued that the urban authority were bound to 
take over the street if reasonably satisfied with its constraction in the first 
instance, and that once that sereel tao taunt of toedieg- 
from the absence of an expression of disapproval the liability of frontage- 
owners 


i 


Tard Rosen, C.J. (after stating the facts), said that the question 
depended on the construction of section 150 of the Pablic Health Act, 
1875. The section must be contrasted with section 149. That section 
dealt with streets which had become highways repairable by the in- 
habitants at large. But secti with streets which were not 


ae by the inhabitants a’ . It was con Ww 

the work was doné 5 of the authority there was an end to 
the obligation on the part of the frontage-owners. There was no room # 
for that contention iu the words of the section. The section, in its 
















5 Wi sgard to sewers the case was difteréent, since, Otto 
13 and 15, they were expressly vested in the urban authority so soon as 
they were constructed. 
Cuaruzs, J., said 
declared to be a hig 











tn the same statute a section 
authority, and a further section imposed on them the liability to maintain 
and repair them. The sewers were in an exactly analogous position with 
yrs g oh the provisions of the 








THE SELECT COMMITTEE ON THE LAND TRANSFER 
BILL. 

{yrom OUR OWN REPORTER.) 

Tur Select Committee of the House of Commons upon the Land 











Transfer Bill, 1895, met for the first time on for the of 
receiving evideuce. Sir R. T. Rex (Attorney- ) f 

The Lonp CuanceLior, by the gave a history of 

the origin of the Bill. same lines was 

t way 

regiatation should be Bill was 

in 1887. of the House 

reference 






; 


EE 


s 








of the work, but they did not intimate disapproval. In 1 the 
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than he would by an equitable deposit, because he knows the 
is on the register and the land cannot be transferred to any- 
but himeelf. The solicitors had also objected largely, not 
ly, although he should say the great majority of them had 
to the principle of land registration altogether. They main- 
that the present system was a satisfactory system, and that matters 
become worse, and not better, if the system of registration were 
They objected altogether to the compulsory clauses, contend- 
os the only object of the Bill was to compel people to do that 
they shewed themselves unwilling to do. They said that if the 
system was a good one people would voluntarily register, and they bad 
not so because it was a bad one, and that this was an attempt 
Act of Parliament to compel them to adopt a bad system. They 
enforced these arguments by strong objections to the system of officialism, 
by which the work which was being done by professional men was to be 
Gane by public officials. He thought that summarized fairly enough their 
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do you say with regard to the present system ? Is it satisfactory ?— 

He thought it was not a satisfactory system. It was not a system which 
anybody would dream of establishing nowadays. Wherever, so far as he 
was aware, a change bad been made from the system which now exists to 
the system of registration the ple seemed satisfied as a whole with the 
new system, and had expresced no desire to return to the system which 
ay oe existed, and this seemed to him to afford considerable evidence 
a favour of the change. He was speaking chiefly of the Australian 


Is there opportunity of fraud under the present system?—No doubt 

was, and that opportunity was taken advantage of. Of course it 
been said that there was opportunity for fraud under the system pro- 
posed by the Bill. It was suggested that the opportunity would be 
greater. That was a matter of opinion, but he confessed he thought it 
was not likely to be nearly as great; and, further, the Bill provided by a 
system of assurance that if there should be fraud there would at all events 
be compensation to the person defrauded. The experience in the Aus- 
tralian colonies, and he thought he was right in saying in Ireland also, 
went far to shew that frauds were not likely to prevail. He did not know 
of ees why there should be less disposition to fraud in the colonies 
than in England, and the many years working in the colonies had shewn 
that the claims on the insurance fund were absolutely insignificant. 

Apart from the liability to fraud under the present system, is it, at all 
events in many cases, necessary to investigate the title ?—No doubt it was 
often necessary. He quite admitted that in many cases it was not neces- 
sary where the matter was carried out by the same solicitor. Former 
investigation was then often taken as eufficient. But he thought there had 
been, perhaps, rather a tendency to compare what he would call the best 
cases of the present system with the worst cases of the new system, and 
not to compare them with what would be the state of things as a whole. 
The Bill was based upon Lord Cairns’ Act of 1875. All that it proposed 
to make compulsory was that after the Act passed and had been applied 
in any particular district, on the first transfer there should be compulsory 

at least of a possessory title. No one was to be compelled to 

more than a possessory title. He might, if he pleased, register 

an abeolute title. After a title was once registered then all transfers 
must be effected by entry in the register, whether by conveyance or mort- 
Of course the ry title was no security against any defect 

to its date of registration, but when once it was registered it was a 

as toanything subsequent to that date. When the title had been 

a of years on the register he had no doubt it would come to be 
regarded as nearly as good as an absolute title. In the course of thirty or 
forty years nearly a!l of the titles registered would mature into absolute 
titles. With regard to insurance, a very small fee indeed was to be 
charged, and this would go to form an insurance fund for pecuniary com- 
pensation to any who suffered loss when the titles were registered. There 
was a provision which enabled the court to restore the property to the 
person whore name ought to be on the register, and to pay the compen- 
sation to the person who was d ssed, or the reverse, as might be 
considered equitable. It would be impracticable for the scheme to come 
into operation at once throughout thé country, and it was only to come 
into operation in districts defined by an Order in Council from 
to time The system of compulsion was not new, as it 
existed in Middlesex and in Yorkshire. Those who had given 
attention to the subject believed that the system of registration of 
titles would afford even greater security, with many other advantuges, than 
the system of registration of deeds. In many foreign countries the system 
of the registration of titles had been established ; in Austria and Hungary, 
for instance ; and in the latter case there had been a t deal of opposi- 
tion at first to anything like publicity in dealing with land, but it had 
entirely died out, and many who had hoon opposed to it became strong 
advocates of the system. Under the Bill it was proposed that recrecy 
should be maintained. With regard to officialism, he was not an advocate 
of the Government undertaking to do any class of business which might 
be done by those who belonged to a particular profession or calling, 
of course, in a system of this kind, officialism to some extent was 
work which it was proposed should bedone by officials under 
be done by solicitors. In a great many instances 
covenants and conditions, where, of course, they must 
» but in a simple case of mere transfer the register 
necessary. Anyone could see the register on obtain- 
the persons interested, and could see what charges 
were property. It was only in the case of complicated deal- 
sith land that the introdaction of a eolicitor would be imperative, 
probably most —_ would consult their solicitor. The Act of 

had been taken advantage of much more during the last two or 


ie 


aiuy 
fh 
Hip 


i 
: 





—_ years, though not to the extent it was hoped at one time it would 


By Mr. T. H. Boxron : He did not know that he had much experience 
of conveyancing practice when he was at the bar, and that was prior to 
the great reforms which had taken place under Lord Cairns’ Act. 

From 1861 to 1881, during which there was experience of the system, 
according to Lord Cairns’ evidence, there were something like 3,000 
transactions a year, but during that time only 488 properties were put 
upon the register, and of these 131 were taken off the register.—You eay 
so. I dare say it may be so. 

Up to 1889, when the business of the Middlesex Registry was transferred 
to the office, it was a loss to the country of nearly £100,000?—He did not 
know how much. He had no doubt there was great opposition to the 
registry on the part of many powerful opponents, and he could quite 
understand there was very little registration. 

Can your lordship quote any instance in which Parliament has imposed 
upon private persons the compulsory use of a particular machinery for 
traneacting their private business after such machinery bas been available 
to the public voluntarily for over thirty years and practically no one has 
availed himself of it ?—He did not know any other instance at all parallel 
with this, where the whole of the work"had been in the hands of a profes- 
tional class, upon whose communication of the fact probably the public 
knowledge of the existing system depended, that being opposed, 
entirely conscientiously he supposed, to the system. The scheme was 
roy promoted in the interest of the public ; ail those who had dealings 
in land would be likely to benefit. As to the mere act of transfer, he 
did not suppose the registry would effect a very great saving in many 
cases, but there would be some shortening of documents. He should think 
that after some years there would not need to be an abstract of title in 
dealing with the land, judging from the conditions under which people 
bought at present. Upon the first registering of a possessory title, the person 
registering obtained no advantage, but he was put to no expense. Instead 
of a conveyance he would get the land entered on the register without its 
costing any more. He would not have topayinsurance. He did not know 
whether he would get the benefit of insurance in the first instance. He 
would get something and lose nothing. He got the advantage that when 
the title was once on the register, after a certain number of years people 
would be willing to accept the title. As to sub-section 7, section 3, he 
did not know why the claim for compensation should not be limited to six 
—_ as stated, but that was a detail, and he thought his evidence should 

confined to the bm of principle. When property was once upon 
the register it could not be taken off. He was not aware how many cases 
of fraud there were under the present system, but he thought the number 
must be considerable. He should not propose tration — on the 
ground of the prevention of fraud, though he believed it would be 
ficial in that direction. He thought that registration would be more con- 
venient for the agricultural labourer, or the artizan, or the middle-class 
man in land transactions. If people could have their land transferred 
with the same facility as they could Consols, it would be a great advantage. 
Of course they would have to go toa registrar to pay the fees, but they 
would equally have to go toa solicitor and pay costs under the present 
system, and he could not help thinking the transfer of land would 
ultimately be effected more cheaply by a system of registration. He 
believed that why Lord Cairns excl transactions under £300 was on 
account of representations made to him of the great difficulty of carrying 
out registration in the case of small transactions. He had seen the returns 
obtained by the Incorporated Law Society of many hundreds of cases all 
over the country of purchases of land under £300 and of the costs incurred, 
but he did not see why such cases need cost more where registration was 
the rule, and in some cases they would cost less. The fee to the registrar 
would take the place of the fee for the conveyance. There =e be just 
as much paid for the investigation of title no more. He did not know 
how many hundreds of cases there might be where costs were higher than 
those given in the Incorporated Law Society’s return. He imagined that 
those contained in it were those in which the costs were most favourable to 
the perspec, gar It gave specimens to shew how aay, these trans- 
actions be effected. He did not call the fees so small—for example, 
there was a conveyance £30, costs, excluding stamp, £1 5s. Then, pur- 
chase £48, costs, excluding stamp, £2 18s. There were many much smaller 
in amount, but he could not tell how they would work out on an average. 
He did not think it any satisfaction toa man who paid the amounts he had 
quoted that somebody else paid less on a larger transaction. He might 
have to pay as much on the possessory title, but it would not go on on 


every transaction. 

Then the result of the system would be that the people dealing with the 
land would be able to do so without the intervention of a professional 
man ?—In some cases they would, no doubt. 

Does your lordship think that an ord purchaser of small property 
would do wisely to take a book like the ‘‘ Land Registry, General Instruc- 
tions as to Re tion and Transfer of Land under the Act of 1875,” 
and puzzle his over it, and correspond with a public official, and go 
through any amount of trouble to save a guinea spent in employing 4 
solicitor ?—He would still very likely mas a solicitor to do the work 
even if the land should be registered. e did not anticipate that this 
would destroy the —e of the solicitor at all, but he thought there 
were many cases in h it might be more cheaply done than at present. 
Anyone who wanted to employ a solicitor rather than do it himself would 
no doubt employ a solicitor. 


existed in Australia than was the case here. If transactions were taken 
as a whole, small ones and large ones, he believed a system of this © 
sort would be a more beneficial system than the present. To his mind ~ 


there was nothing in the ion that leasehold property — 
should be tensions by tration need of by instrument. At pre- 





He did not know that any more fraud ~ 
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sent leases in the county of Middlesex had to be registered. The Lord 
Chancellor would put the Bill in operation only by degrees as he found it 
to be desirable. ere Were many cases equal discretion which 
were entrusted to the Lord Chancellor. If it was in the public interest he 
did not see why the number of registrars should not be multiplied all over 
the country. 

Would not it inevitably follow that the system of land transfer would 
be extended throughout the country by order of the Lord Chancellor and 
that officials would be appointed, and the ro gee would become practically 
an open book, like the bill of sale registry, which anyone could see on 
payment of a small fee ?—He could not see why it should be so. If the 
register of the Bank of England could be kept secret, why should not the 
land register also? He thought the public, in view of the number of times 


the Bill had been before the House of Lorde, were quite as well acquainted 
with the Bill as they were with most matters cming before iament. 
There was no absolute security in the deposit note system as lied to 


bankers, but there was a greater security than by the mere t of 
deeds, It would afford an adequate substitute for the deposit of the 
deeds. He had received a deputation from the Country f - 
tion on the subject, and he believed that on the whole they were satisfied. 
He did not suggest that solicitors did not honestly think the present 
system was better, but he thought that men were naturally wedded to a 
system which they had been working, and there was a tendency in them 
to be opposed to change. But he was bound to say that he had had repre- 
rentations from more than one quarter that he ought not to press the Bill 
because of the serious and prejudicial effect it would have u 
Of course he did not mean that solicitors were consciously affected by 
such views, but he supposed that every class would prefer to go on pur- 
suing their calling as they now pursued it, without any alteration which 
might affect them. 

Surely you will admit that the solicitors, as a body, are as hynny as 
any other body to express an opinion as,to the practicability of this Bill ?— 
He did not doubt their competency at all, but he spoke for his own branch 
of the profession just as much as for any other branch that there was an 
indisposition to change. There was generally a tendency to think that the 
system under which they had been working was better than anything that 
was likely to be substituted, especially if there was an impression that the 
system might not be so beneficial to oneself. 

Do not you think that before an extensive change of this kind is made 
much more extensive inquiry on the whole subject ought to be made ?-—He 
did not think that any more extensive inquiry was necessary. At the 
same time he was very glad the committee had been appointed, so that 
nothing more might be heard of the statement that there had been no 
inquiry. He regarded its appointment with great satisfaction on that 
ground. He did not regard the thirty years’ experience as shewing an 
utter failure. It was the experience of thirty years in which the people 
of the country had left the matter entirely to the solicitors, and, the solici- 
tors having been opposed to the system, the system really had not been 
tried. He had always had the view that it would probably be best to con- 
fine registration in the first instance to Middlesex and Yorkshire. He 
would object to the committee passing the Bill so as to restrict it to these 
counties, because if it turned out to be advantageous it would be very 
hard that the rest of the country should be denied its advantages. He 
thought it might very well be left to the Lord Chancellor to determine in 
what districts the Act should be applied. 

By Mr. W. Wicxuam: He presumed that if the insurance fee was likely 
to bring a larger return than was needed, it might be at once reduced. It 
would be obrerved that the schedule said a fee not exceeding one farthing. 
Of course, all these things would be considered. There was no doubt the 
question of boundaries would be a difficult one to deal with. It 
existed under the present system, and to a certain extent must exist under 
the other. Of course there was the possible risk of a fraudulent 
registering property which did not belong to him, but a man would not 
be put on the register without some assurance that he was in possession 
of the land in question. He must have something more than his own 
allegation, and whoever took from him would take subject to any defect 
of title existing prior to the registration. He should think that for a 
good many years to come a prudent banker would ask for the deeds as 
well as the certificate. 

Under clause 21 it would seem that the registration of an estate could 
not be entirely completed at any time, because there might be always 
incorporeal hereditaments outstanding, and, if so, it would diminish the 
value of the estate >—That is so. 

Mr. Seate-Hayne: You do not consider that there have been any 
transactions at present in the Land Registry to shew that this proposal of 
registration will be cheaper ?—I think the evidence of the transactions in 
the Land Registry does go to shew it. They tend in that direction. 

Supposing the Act comes into operation in a particular area and fails, 
may those who have been compulsorily put upon the register withdraw 
from it?—No. It would have to be done by legislation in that case. The 
Act would have to be modified. 

By Mr. J. Tutnx: He believed that the cheaper and easier the trans- 
mission of land was made the greater would be the number of transactions 
and the better would be the prices obtained. The costs would al be 
ariel because there would always be fees payable to the 

istry. 

Solicitors will get nothing, and the landowner will therefore get more, 
from the purcharer ?—I believe that will be the ultimate result. Under 
clause 3 the registrar would have power to award com but there 
would be an appeal to the court. Of course any money out of 
the insurance fund would be recoverable as far as possible from the per- 
ton guilty of the fraud or the estate. 

By Colonel 0. W. Loxa: The Bill would make it very easy for an owger 
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7°by Mr’ Hatvane, Q.0 : The form of the Bill had been considered since 


worked in a 
to say what was to be the extent and character of the machinery necessary 


to carry the Act out if it were into operation at once throughout 
the country. It would involvea of blunder as to 
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them that it would be impracticable to 

apparent at once that if the number of theso small transactions were 
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the number of transactions the smaller the fee that be necessary. 
By Mr. Boiron: The registrar could ask as much or 
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By Mr. Tomitnson: He had instanced the success of 
Australia, but he thought that. experience was in 


conclusions one would arrive at a He had received com- 
munications from building societies to the effect that they would be very 
glad to have compulsory registration. 
By Mr. H. D. Gaeene, Q.C.: The committee of mip thes gon pt 
compulsory transfer because on the evidence before them they not 
at nt Rene et Se ene Bde Bmp 

in favour of registration, immediately from at least 
perigee Fever it et eee ae a decnee a 
ever a! the princi of compulsory registration in any other case. 
The Stall Holdings Act of 1892 em wered the council of any county to 
acquire land for small holdings, they were to sailor eae 
In addition to that the lrish Land Transfer com- 
sory. There was a long series of articles in . the Societies’ 
‘ournal on the subject, which they discussed from their own of view, 
and he received written communications from them. object of 
restricting any of the personal re ves of a deceased from 
selling land without leave of the court within thirteen from the 
Gate < the denth, on pooritied: De Sas C8 Dts seer ae It 
was said that the executor would be on the register, and therefore the 
person ap tly who could deal with the land. It was put in to 
prevent him selling prior to the time when the devisee claim a 
transfer to himself. There might arise difficulties as to boundaries, that 
was inevitable under any 8 oe SS a 
cured by registration. He did not mean to say the was perfect, 
he would be only too glad of any suggestions on the part of the commit- 
tee. He thought there would be no necessity to register an exchange. 
e confer benefit 


Th on of a possessory title would not auy 
eal gst so registering, it was But he Sia not think 
it would impose any burden if the whole 


— beginning of a system under @ purchaser would reap 
an advantage. 

By Mr. Warutincron, Q.C.: He believed there had been at present no 
case of fraud upor the registry. 

By Mr. J. E. Exxis: The Bill came with a consensus of the of 
the House of Lords; it was absolutely It was in the interest 
of the public to give them a more and more efficient system of 
transfer of land. 


By Mr. Botton: The membera of the Incorporated Law Society were 
uested to send details as to conveyancing transactions, with a view to 
system, and the smallness of the 
sh hme wis terete Beast nat’ ppose th 
ew costs e not su: 
they were asked to do. 

y the Cusrnman: There were sometimes cases where the in- 
pert spin, ig sealed ping and the solicitors all knew 
each other, and there was no investigation of title, and the cost of the 
conveyance was very smajl. But that would be different from ordinary 
cases of the sale of land so far as costs were concerned. The risk 
fraud in the case of a possessory title was different from the risk under 
ae ane , and it was a question whether it was more or less. 

it to be less. He believed the risk substituted much less than 
risk got rid of. 


THURSDAY'S SITTING. . 
The committee sat again on Thuraday, under the presidency of the chair- 


Mn. Epwarp Parker Wotstewnoime, examined by Mr. Boron, said he 
had had large experience in ————e He had 
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of the land owing to a mistake made at the registry. There wasa 
ip in requiring the purchaser of land to register his title, as 
he was liable to be deprived of his land by a mistake at the registry office. 
At t, when a purchaser had investigated the title, and assured himself 
he a good title, Me was absolutely safe, unless, indeed, he allowed some- 
body to get a title by the statute of limitations. If there was anything 
wrong in the éarly title it would be cured in course of time, after the lapse 
of twelve years or so. No anterior act could deprive him of his land. 
It was absolutely safe. In the case of the registry he might be safe as to 
the more or less, but he would be absolutely insecure as to the future. 
He eight be deprived of his land and awarded compensation, and that 
jon might be entirely inadequate. A purchaser under this Act 
might be put on the registry with a —— title. Another man, by the 
of a forged transfer, got upon the register. The first registered owner 
with the possessory title paid no insurance, and he would become exposed 
to all the risks of being turned out. The question was whether, under the 
Bill in such a case, the real registered owner, whose name had been 
forged, was or was not to have compensation. Even if he did not 
lose his land he would be involved in a terrible lawsuit. If the man 
who occupied the land on the forged transfer were paid compensation, 
the State would have to find the money, but if he were adjudged 
the land, it would cost the State nothing. The Bill would make a 
man more insecure in his property than he was at the present time. He 
would never be secure, no matter how long he stayed on the register. 
Under all circumstances, in his opinion the owner ought to have the land, and 
the m who came in on the forged transfer ought to be compensated. 
The Bill limited the compensation, but it was not fair that a man should not 
get full compensation, and it would have to be largely extended in many 
cases if justice was to be done. The possibility of a fraudulent registrar 
would o out great liabilities. As an instance of possible fraud, he 
referred to a case which had taken place in Victoria, Gibbs and Messer, 1891, 
where a purchaser, owing to a fraud on the register, not only lost his land, 
but to get compensation. It was decided he had no charge on the 
istry. In this case a solicitor, whose client was in India, forged his 
alent’. name to a transfer to Hugh Cameron, who was a dummy, and after- 
wards forged a charge in the name of Hugh Cameron to a man named 
McIn When it was discovered, the court decided that the charge was 
bad, but that McIntyre was entitled to compensation out of the insurance 
fund. But the Privy Council decided that the charge to McIntyre, in 
the name of Hugh eron, was absolutely void, and that he was not 
entitled to compensation. There was no analogy between a register of 
stocks and shares, and a register of land. When Lord Cairns brought in 
his Bill it was pointed out that there were numerous cases of transfer in large 
towns where the expense did not exceed 15s. It seemed to him (witness) 
that it would be utterly impossible with the numerous attendances, 
and so on, that it could be effected for 15s. at the registry. Lord Cairns 
came to the conclusion that registration was inadvisable in small trans- 
actions. There was no comparison between the titles in England and in 
Australia. In Australia the titles were real and safe. They were originally 
Crown grants, and they were in large plots, of which the boundaries were 
quite clear. He did not see anything in the Bill in the case of land with 
mines and minerals under it once getting on the register, by which 
the mines could be severed afterwards. There would have to be a 
separate register of leasehold property. It would be necessary to go 
into titles much more extensively with the register than a solicitor 
would think necessary under present circumstances. A great many titles 
which were now accepted as practically safe would be rejected by the 
registrar, or they would have to be entered with qualifying titles. A very 
large number of officials would be required to work the scheme, and suppos- 
ing district registries were established the officials in charge must neces- 
sarily be of the same high class as those at present in London, and that 
wenld mean an enormous expense. Local registries would be necessary. 
The right thicg would be to endeavour to improve and simplify the present 
system. The main provisions of the Bill were undesirable and unnecessary, 
and so far from simplifying and improving the transfer of land it would 
make it more difficult and dangerous to deal with. It would not be more 
economical, and in the main it would be inapplicable to small transactions. 
He was adverse to its compulsory clauses. The Act of 1875 had proved 
useful, and there was no reason why it should not remain for any person 
who wished to make use of it, and the amendments of that Act might be 
usefal. He would leave the registry scheme on its present basis as a 
voluntary registry. The Bill would do no good and a great deal of harm. 
By Mr. Green: He was expressing his own personal views, but he thought 
a large number of the members of that branch of the profession to which he 
with him. Conveyancing was now quite revolutionised and 
deeds were extremely short. The change as to solicitors’ charges had 
also affected the matter. He with the alteration in the Bill as to 


devolution, but agreed with no amendment in the direction of registration. 
For the of boundaries you would have to keep your deeds just the 
same if the Bill passed. You would always be in the same position as you 


are now. There would have to be a class of persons, solicitors or Any one 
else, who would have to be the witnesses to the documents ; or the persons 

would have to go to the nearest registry, possibly some miles off, 
to get a transfer attested, and this would be detrimental to small owners 
of 


y Mr. Hatpanz : The present system of conveyancing was applicable to 
present necessities, but it was capable of considerable improvement, 
registry required a series of simple transfers, and he would have the series of 
es ae but he would eliminate the registry. He was inclined to 

that fraud could be more readily committed under the than 
under the present system, though it would be a different kind of 


examination of the witness was not concluded when the committee 
Ig will sit again om Motiday, 





THE CONVEYANCERS’ INSTITUTE ON THE 
LAND TRANSFER BILL, 1895. 


Tue following is the — cf a Committee appointed on the 14th of May, 
1895, to consider the Bill. 

“* The Bili” refers to the Land Transfer Bill, 1895. ‘‘ The Act refers to the 
Land Transfer Act, 1875.] The Committee have limited themselves to con- 
sidering whether the Bill, in its present form, can be considered as introducing 
a system of Land transfer likely to be satisfactory from the point of view of 
public advantage and security to property, and whether any and what 
alterations and improvements are necessary or desirable to make it satis- 
factory from that point of view. 

They pass over, on this. occasion, the controverted question as to the 
probable success of the new compulsory system in reducing the cost of 
conveyancing,* and they refrain from mere verbal criticism, and from 
suggesting the wording of amendments to carry out their suggestions. 

The Bill proposes to introduce compulsorily the existing Land Registry 
system with some modifications, and the Committee are of opinion that. this 
proposal is open to serious objection in connection with— 

(a.) the existing system, 

(6.) the method of making it compulsory. 

It has not been found convenient to keep these two branches of the subject 
wholly distinct in stating the points on which the Committee think the 
present proposals require modification, or to arrange the points in order of 
importance. Further, the Committee cannot pretend in a report of this 
nature to exhaust the whole of the minor details on which suggestions might 
be made, or to deal with sections 5 to 11 of the Bill, which relate to trans- 
mission on death—a subject which requires separate treatment. 

They content themselves with recommending that the Government should 
be urged to consider the following important matters :— 

(A.) Compensation. Bill, g. 3; Act, s. 95-6.) It should be provided clearly 
and absolutely that the rightful owner in possession should not be liable to be 
evicted by mere registration over his head. His possession should be secured 
without any chance of relegation to compensation, and the new comer should 
in proper cases be compensated. Section 3 of the Bill should be amended to 
meet this point. 

In fact all registrations and transfers should be subject to the rights of the 
person in possession, and section 18 of the Act should be amended accord- 
ingly, or independent provision made. 

(B.) Statute of Limitations. Act, s. 21.] A registered title should ba 
subject to be defeated by the operation of the Statute of Limitations (at 
present excluded by section 21 of the Act, which section should be repealed), 
and provision should be made to enable the registration in prop:r case; of 
titles founded on the statute when it has ran. 

(O.) Easements, $c. Act, s. 18 (3), s. 84; Bill, s. 12 (i.).] On first 
registration the register should contain entries of all easements and profits 
i prendre created by instruments (see section 18 (3) of the Act). The necessity 
for this is shown by section 12 (i.) (ii.) of the Bill. ‘ Covenants” should bo 
added to the “ conditions’’ mentioned in section 84 of the Act. 

(D.) Easements after registration. Act, s, 84.] Provision should be made 
for the entry on the register of easements and profits 4 prendre created by 
instrument after registration, which at present is only allowed at the discre- 
tion of the Registrar, and of restrictions and covenants imposed or executed 
independently of nes or transfer for value, to which occasions such 
— is now limited by section 84 of the Act. 

(E.) Reference to deeds | Having regard to the questions which arise as to 
the enforcement of covenants and the extent of easements, an entry should 
be permitted by reference to the instruments containing the covenants or 
creating the easements—the instruments being lodged in the Registry. 

(E.) Minerals apart from surface. Act, s, 82.] Tt should be made clear 
that separate registration is permitted of mines and minerals where severe! 
from the surface after the original registration of the land. 

(G.) Undivided shares. Act, s, 83 (2).] Registration of undivided shares 
should be permitted, now prohibited by section 83 (2) of the Act. 

(H.) Practice on registration. Registration being compulsory, a plicants 
for registration with a ry title should be selioved from making the 
statutory declaration of title and power to dispose (rules of 1889, form 1) 
now prescribed, as a man may have a perfectly good “ holding title,” and 
yet may be unable to make the declaration. Notices under section 6 of the 
Act should be carefully guarded so as not to rake up stale claims, 

(J.) Description of parcels. The Sy meer for registration or transfer 
should be permitted to have the land described by the name of the property, 
and by some description of boundaries, abuttals, measurements and occupanc: 
in addition to the map, which alone is now the practice ; see ‘‘ Examples, &c., 
issued by the Land Registry, 1893, p. 8, form 1a. In case of dispute as to 


boundaries all these .‘tters are of great importance. Probably the safest 
plan would be to «the parties to describe the land in whatever manner 
they please subject © ‘ue approval of the Registrar, with an appeal to the 


Court. But ah. unite impossible in a — to — to the arm 
accuracy required in building estates, or in ng with s strips o 

a few feet or inches wide. Rostion 83 (5) of the Act shows that accuracy is 
not guaranteed by the present system. 

(K.) Liability of parties. Bill, s. 3 (3),(6).] The provisions debarring persons 
from compensation and making them liable to i ify the Crown where 
they have caused or contributed to the loss are too general. The latter 
liability at all events should be restricted to neglects or defaults amounting 
to fraud. Mere mistakes on the part of parties or their agents should not be 
80 severely visited. 


* I am requested by some of the signatories to 
sidered as intimating opinion in favour of compulsory 
tion, =H, W, i, Becretary, v si 
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L.) Award of compensation. Bill, s. 3 (5).] The Award of wag oa ty 
ancl Gdns pote dosies, be he by. oo Deeela, If the has 
jurisdiction only by way of appeal it will act on the ordinary lines, and only 


the amount where there been an error in ora gross 
istrar should be empo' to agree com- 


under-assessment. The Regis’ : 

pensation, but not to decide it judicially. : ‘ 
(M.) Period of claim. Bill, s. 3 MJ ‘The period for claiming compensation 
should not commence to run until the party claiming (being sui juris) has 
had notice of his rights or of the facts giving rise to _— In the 
case of an entry on the register obtained by fraud or forgery, the fraud, &., 
may not be discovered until some future dealing with the land or charge 
comes to be registered. : 

(N.) Title for purchasers. Billi, s.12.| The statutory declaration under 
section 12 (i.) (ii.) should omit easements, &c., if they are to be entered on 
the register as above suggested. : 

(0.) Clearing off equities. Dill, s. 12,] The provisions as to the title to be 
required by a purchaser are incomplete. If the has notice of 
equities (which are left operative under section of the Act) he must 
be allowed to require them to be cleared off, and to have abstracts and 
production of all necessary documents and proof of noneney ae , 

(P.) Correction of register. Bill, s. 12.) A purchaser be entitled, on 
completion, to see that the entry cf his vendors’ title is duly corrected. See 
section 29 of the Act. ‘ 

(Q.) Land certificate. Bill, s.14.] All the privileges conferred by section 
14, on @ deposit certificate should be conferred upon the land certificate, 
which should te placed on the same Er as —— certificates of stock. 

(R.) Rules. Bill, s, 20 (i); Act s.111.] The making o prengp: bur egacn 
compulsory registration, and for bringing leaseholds under registration an 
other purposes, should be entrusted to a larger body than the Lord Chancellor 
and Registrar. We suggest that such body should include persons repre- 
senting the legal profession, for example, a judge or ja of the Chancery 
Division, one or more of the conveyancing counsel of the Court, or other 
counsel, nominated by the General Oouncil of the Bar, and one or more 
solicitors nominated by the Council of the Incorporated Law Society. 
Inasmuch as most of the machinery of registration must necessarily be left 
to rules, we think if most important that the rule-making authority should 
be thoroughly representative and not merely official. 

(8.) Board of administration, Act, s. 106.] We also suggest that the 
administration of the new system should be entrusted to'a board, of whom 
one should be a member of the House of Commons, and the others should 
have had wide professional experience. Such an would enable 
much greater discretion to be exercised in reference to the forms of registra- 
tion than can be entrusted to a single officer, and we think that, if the new 
system is to be successful, it must be made he ar by the use of a wise 
discretion in these matters, of being ada to the multitudinous and 
varying requirements of the commercial deatiags with land. 

(T.) Bil, s. 21.] The meaning of section 21 of the Bill requires elucida- 
tion, At present it is difficult to perceive its intended operation. 








THE COURT OF CRIMINAL APPEAL. 


Tue views of the Judges having been desired by the promoters of the 
Court of Criminal Appeal Bill, the following correspondence has passed on 
the subject between the Lord Chief Justice of England and Sir Henry 


James, viz. :— 
“ Royal Courts of Justice, April 29, 
“ Court of Criminal Appeal. 

“ Dear Jamer,—A mecting of the Judges has this day been held, attended 
by twenty-two Judges, and at which we had before us the opinions of three 
of the Judges who were absent. I now beg to state the result of their 
Lordships’ deliberations. 

“ Regret was expressed that the memorandum prefixed to the Bill should 
have been so worded as to convey, to the ordinary reader, the impression 
that the Bill was framed to give effect to the recommendations of the Ju 
in the resolutions appended to their report of July, 1892, I need ly 
point out to you that there are grave and essential differences between the 
provisions of the Bill and the resolutions of the Judges. The latter, in 
substance, recommended the constitution of a Court, consisting of the Lord 
Chief Justice and six other Judges of the Queen’s Bench Division (of whom 
five thould be a  pamion which should have power (1) to revise all sentences 
(except in capital cases) on the application of the convicted or of the 
Attorney-General, and which (2) on reference to it by the Home 
should consider any complaint made by any person convicted (includi 
convictions in capital cases), and with power to the Court either to q 
the conviction or diminish the sentence. In other wnds, it was primarily 
a Court for the revision of sentences, and it wasa‘ 
ordinary sense of these words) only in cases refer. .jo it by the Home 
Secretary, and in no event could it order a new trial. 9 
‘‘ The Bill, on the other hand, in capital cases gives an absolute of 
appeal to the Court and provides that in certain events a new trial may be 
ordered by such Court. In non-capital cases a like right ae 
(subject to certain leave being obtained), but such ap 
victions on indictments. Further, the Bill makes all the Judges of the High 
Court (with the exception of the Lord Chancellor), including the Chancery 
Judges and the Lords Justices, members of the Court. 

“Tt will thus be seen that the Bill differs widely both in principle and in 
important detail from the J udges’ recommendations. 

“¢In the result, their lordships arrived unanimously at the conclusion that 
the Bill is objectionable in principle and cumbrous and unworkable in 
They unanimously 


i to lessen the sense of responsibility of juries, 
required in the interests of justice. . 
‘‘ The Master of the Rolls thought that the uppeal should exist 


“ Rossgu oF Kitiowsn. 
“To the Right Hon. Sir Henry James, Q.C., M.P.’’ 


“41, Cadogan-square, 8.W., May 15, 1895. 
‘‘Dear Chief Justice,—Pray excuse the long delay in acknowledging the 
receipt of your letter of A) 29th. During the past fortnight'I have not 
been capable of much correspondence. ~ 
“Tam sorry that you should have to complain of want of accu in 
‘the memorandum.’ ' : 


P . document have not 

intentionally been guilty of error. , 
“I hope you will forgive me if I abstain from discussing the contents of — 

——— oa f 
“lam v 


anxious to take in the strongly-expressed public - 
demand for o establishment of s Court of Criminal Ay ey The , 
ena Ee fact ‘that the preserit Bill was 
second time in the House of nemine dissentiente. 
ph pate phere 5 wget tent te was Ay hae hay cet | 
of much respect, and I have every hope that the Select Committee to w 
Dajesty's Judges that mensure Wal be Semel domarting: tee epgeeval at 
ajesty’s Judges that a measure 
all those who wish well to the unerring administration St justine 





country. 
“ Believe me to be yours very truly, 


; “ Henny Jayes."’. 





LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 
INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY, 
Pretimmary Examination. 


The following candidates (whose names are in alphabetical order) were 
~enagieaniaae Preliminary Examination held on the ist and 2nd of May, 


Abbott, Frank Walter Hubbard, 

Abercromby, William Hunt, Sydney 

Allden, Thomas Forster Jackson, Ralph Coburn 

Ana H a Allen Kimber, Thomas 
ppleby, Harry ‘Thomas Lambert, Thomas 

Archdale, John ick St. Qaintin 


Bailey, Percy Dornin 
Baker, Ronald Carr yn 
dall James 





detail. 
were of opinion that any Court of Oriminial Appégl should 
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Shepherd, Charles Edward Vardon, Sidney Wentworth 
Shorting, E Hast sen 1 Walker’ wi lia 
, Ernest Hastings HamiltonWalker, William Henry 
Somers, William Walpole, Robert 
Sudbury, John Linley Weddell, Arthur Harold Manners 
Tallent-Bateman, Arthur Herbert Williams, Aubrey Bransby 
Thompson, William Wood, John 
Topham, Walter Woodward, Francis Hadden Clutton 
Tweedie, Lannoy Barkly Woulfe, Talford Vernon 
ler, Charles Fawsitt Wylie, Andrew Robert 
try, George Edward 


COUNCIL OF LEGAL EDUCATION, 


Regulations for the admission of persons who are not members of any Inn 
of Court to lectures and classes given or held under the direction of the 
council :— 

Any gentleman not a member of an Inn of Court shall, on payment of a 
sum of four guineas, be entitled to attend all the lectures and classes during 
any four consecutive educational terms; and, on payment of a sum of six 
quan, he shall be entitled to attend the lectures and classes during any 

t consecutive educational terme. 
non-member shall, on payment of a fee of twu guineas, be entitled 
to attend all the lectares and classes for one educational term, or the lectures 
and classes on any one subject for four consecutive educational terms. 

Each ticket of admission to run from the date of the ticket. Each ticket 
to — on the first day of the educational term in or for which it is 
issued, 

Non-members shall not be admitted to the examinations. 

Afternoon or evening lectures on special subjects, to be from time to time 
announced by the council, shall be delivered, and shall be open to all mem- 
bers of the Inns of Court free, and to gentlemen, non-members, on payment 
of a fee of one guinea for each course. The times, places, and subjects for 
these lectures on special subjects will be fixed by the council. (The afternoon 
or evening lectures on special subjects will not be held till October next). 

Tickets to be obtained at the office of the council. Each non-member, on 
spplying for his ticket, to enter his name and address in a book to be kept by 

clerk for that purpose, and his fee to be paid at the office of the Council 
of Education. 
issued to any person, not being a member of an Inn of Court, to 
attend any of the lectures and classes, shall declare that he shall be subject 
to such regulations as the council may from time to time prescribe. 





LEGAL NEWS. 
APPOINTMENTS. 

Mr. J. Ocpz~ Hannpicxer, of Cooper-street, Manchester, solicitor and 
honoursman, 1893, has been appointed Clerk to the Levenshulme Urban 
District Council. 

Mr. EB. L. Levert, Q.C., of the Chancery Bar, has been elected a 
Bencher of the Honourable Society of Lincoln’s-inn, in succession to the 
late Earl of Selborne. 

Mr. Grorce Pavut Taytor, barrister, has been appointed a Metropolitan 
Police Magistrate in the place of the late Mr. Cooke. 





CHANGES IN PARTNERSHIPS. 
Disso.vTion. 
Henay Danret Moopy Pace and Hven Krexrartrick Grierson, solicitors 
(Page & Grierson), Southampton. April 30. [ Gazette, May 17. 





GENERAL. 


pave absence of Mr. Justice Vaughan Williams on the Western 
Circuit, Mr. Justice Romer will, we understand, hear companies winding-up 
cases, &c., forhim. It is expected that Mr. Justice Romer will proveed 
with the hearing of eome of these cases on Monday next. 


We are informed that Messrs. Jordan & Sons, of 120, Chancery-lane, 
and 8, Bell-yard, Temple-bar, Company Registration Agents, Printers, 
and Pablishers, have, for family reasons, converted their business into a 
vate limited company, under the name of ‘‘ Jordan & Sons, Limited.”’ 
t will be the same as hitherto, under the supervision of 

Mr. W: Jordan, the head of tke firm, who is the managing director. 
The Lord Chief Justice of England presided over a meeting of the 
judges of the Supreme Court this week, held in his private room at the 
Law Cours, when there were present the Master of the Rolls (Lord 
), Sir Francis Jeune, some of the Lords Justices of Appeal, and 
moet of the judges of the Chancery and Queen’s Bench Divisions. The 
was a strictly private one, but it is understood that the subject 
consideration was the provisions of the Supreme Court (Officers) 





became the solemn duty of Justice . says the Green Bag, to 
sentence on 


I 
an aged man named George Bliss for stealing a hog. 
Ev is a shame,” he on. ‘*that a man of your age should be giving his 
Do you know any reason why sentence sh not 


be pronounced on you according to law?” ‘‘ Now, judge,’’ was the reply 





of the aged sinner Bliss, “‘ this is to be a trifle monotonous. 
When I was only seventeen years old, I got three years, and the judge 
said I ought to be ashamed of myself for stealing at my age. When I 
was forty, I got five years, and that judge said it was a shame that a man 
in his very best years should steal. And now when I am seventy years of 
age, here you come and tell me the same old story. Now I would like to 
know what year of a man’s life is the right one, according to your notion.’’ 








COURT PAPERS. 
CIRCUITS OF THE JUDGES. 


The following Judges will remain in Town:—Day, J., Wricnr, J., 
during the whole of the Circuits; the other Judges till their respective 
Commission Days. 

Norttcz.—In cases where no note is appended to the names of the Circuit 
Towns both Civil and Criminal Business must be ready to be taken on the 
first working day ; in other cases the note appended to the name of the 
Circuit Town indicates the day before which Civil Business will not be 
taken. In the case of Circuit Towns to which two Judges go there will 
be no alteration in the old practice. 
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Leeds 2 
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SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURRE. 


Rora or Reowsreans 1s ATTENDANCE On 





Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 

Currrr. Norra. 

. Carrington Mr. Farmer 

Certington | il 

Lavie Bolt 

Carrington Farmer 
. Mr. Justice Mr. Justica 

. Romzn. 

31 Pemberton Leach 





Sie Wiiitiaans Veeetien wih ememeneeenaiias the Ist day of June, and terminate 
on Tuesday, the 4th day of June, 1896, both days inclusive. 








Tus Royat Insuzance Comrany.— The directors of the Royal Insurance 
Company have just issued a prospectus describing what term a “* New 
Bonus Investment Scheme.’’ Under it policy-holders in the company are 
offered a range of choice in dealing with the . a from 


time to time. The principal feature of the scheme is ion of the 
pane ges le. © beaiunis Gecenid Geen tte te Sane ener nome be 
inves on the understanding that they will onl be added to the amount 
of the policy if the assured survives the age of or 65, as may be deter- 
mined. In this event a considerably larger amount will accrue to the 
policy than under the arrangement by w ag bonus is ee when- 
does co paniiiitaeiies bili anedlleneh decals raantnes 
free as e icy-holders are allowed the o age oe bonus 
applied as they think fit, four other alternatives being offered: That is to 
say, the alternative adopted by the assured at the aint first bonus declaration is 
not binding Ry him for all future declarations. An example given of 
the w the scheme shews that, the maintenance of the 
Royal bonus rate of the past twenty-five years, a policy for £1,000 effected 
in 1895 oy Ae an assurer 25 years of age, with the bonus conditional upon his 
to 48-186 pope am tt S, would, on his reac! the specified age, amount 

to £2,1 able at death. The cash value of the bonus investment idi- 
tion of 41, RTC would be £727, and this could either be drawn or u in 
various ways, the policy, of course, ipating in all further bonuses 
during its currency. Amongst other notable ee the new 
states that claims will in future be payable immediately on Piccment of death 
sige oe op that = the yoy ond satisfied that the 

e a settled occupation in ciate, ak tarat cae 
intention of going abroad, a whole-world , free from all restriction 
in relation to residence and travel, will be 
of the assurance. 


’ from the commencement 





WINDING UP NOTICES. 
London Gazette.—Fuivay, May 17. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Luatep mx CHANCERY. 
Ges OF oo Guancntem ano District ExAMESLLED SLATE AND = apn Works Co, Liuirzp 
required, on or a June 18, to es and 
particular oa a te debts or exander Webb ‘Anction Rooms, W 
st, Gloucester. Tangley-Bmith, ¢ Gloucester, solor for liq 


FRIENDLY SOCIETIES DISSOLVED. 
Anpinciy Beygrit ne i ems in, Ames Inn, ei ag May 14 


Frienpuy Society 
bed ret Home toon & G.U.0.0 Of Tar wean od Socizry, Inn, Manchester st, 


» Lancs. May 14 
London Gasette.—Tuxspay, May 21. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Luorsp 1x Cuanozryr. 
Cozp Cas Titzery Cotttery Co, Leuremn Costes 20 cpuniead, on oe 
to in their names and addresses, and 
before June 


June 29, 
Crther Hughes, 61, ¥ 61, Vere st, j claims to Joa 
Arthur Cadoxton Barry, Glam 
Henry Cane & vo, miTED—Creditors are ary, lam a send their 
SR Se aheetahemat 


pegiedem, 9, Fatiament at, Riageen on Seem J. T. & H. Woodhouse, Hull, solors 
or 

J Prorzi y Syxpicats, Limrrep—Petn for winding May 
“directed to be heard on May 29.’ Scott & d & Co, 15, Queen st, Guoee Visonic er, aie 


petners. Notice of appearing must sands otbtienended needa’ vrelnek 
afternoon of May 28 whe 


Mapras Exzcraic Tramways Co, Lanrrep—Petn for UP, ported Ma: 
directed to to be heard on May 29. Cyril jun., 26 27, a_i 
petners. Notice of appearing must reach the not later than 6 o’ in the 


yt, OE Pap rotnined, on ox beteso 2 2, to send 
Se eee ee i and particulars of their debts or claims, to 
"op Weineotay, May 3.. Norman &” Cn soe Pomme Mas i, Cresta’ bo bo henet 
i nib Sendh tee chovialanal od ast aber than 6 von 


if 








hele ang - INTENDING House Puncuasmrs aND Lussrs.—Before pur- 


CREDITORS’ NOTICES, 
UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY. 
Last Day or Cram. 
London Gasette.—Fuipay, May 10. 
Be din, Catt, Yon, Boome June 11 Leatham v Baxter, Beuth, J 


Warnick toad, eee eles ew ea June & Roberts v Jones, Keke™ 


UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 35. 
Last Day or Cram. 

London Gasette.—Fuipay, May 17. 
Avcesren, Baron, Rider st, Admiral June 15 Lewis & Lewis, Ely pl 
Anrceznt, Joun Tuompson, Colchester, Miller June24 Elwes & Turner, Colchester 
Asupy, Ernest Waurese, Brixton Hill June26 Ashby-Darby, Gracechurch st : 
Asumons, An» Mania, Rowney Green June 24 Bickley & Lynex, Birmingham ; 
Asuwortu, Mary, Leeds Junel0 Bulmer & Lawson, Leeds 
Astix, Emma Frepsnica, Huddersfield June13 Ridgway & Ridgway, Dewsbury 
Jameson, Restey Forest Hall, Northumberland, Farmer June 15 Arnott & Co, New- 


Aven, Sorma, Somers pl June 20 Myers, Gray's inn 
Burusy, James, Newton Heath Junel4 Pegge, Manchester 
Campion, Jaume Hype, Harewood sq, Major-General July 1 Keen & Co, Knight 


Conver, Rev Atrago, Bognor June 24 Staffurth & Staffurth, Bognor 

Coneoox, Witu1am, Chiswick June 18 Church & Co, Bedford row 

Coox, Josuva, Praed st, Sweep June 24 Collins & Cook, Edgware rd 

Coorza, Samvszx, Anerley, Stone Merchant June20 Lovett & Co, King William st. 
Davis, Witu1am, Rowley Regis, Gent May 27 Davies, Dudley 

Deut, Joser Haeen, Harrow rd, Corn Dealer June13 Reader & Co, Ely pl 
Dentox, Gronce Raopzs, Rotherham, Stone Mason June8 Aizlewood, Rotherham 
Doret, Henry, Henley in Arden, Grocer June 16 Christophers, Birmingham 

Exuve, Ame.ia, Liphook, Southampton June17 Upton & Co, Austin Friars 
Gasoorns, Henny, Herne Bay, Gent June28 Layton & Co, Budge row 

Gaunpy, Narsanisy, Ness, Chester, Farmer June 17 Thompson & Hughes, Birkenhead 
Happox, Atrrep, Kelvedon Julyi Robins & Co, Southampton 

Happow, Jossru, Camden Town, Contractor July 1 Robins & Co, Southampton 
Havow, Epwarp Marrianp, Chester pl June 20 Tatham & Lousada, Old Broad st 
Hamittox, Harerwr Faviconsn, Kenilworth July 5 Woodcock & Co, Coventry 
Hanprorp, Henny, Cheyne walk July1 Drake & Co, Rood lane 

Hanzrer, Heven, St John’s Woodrd June 18 Harman & Co, King st 

Hay, Rev Roszrt, Derby June® Smith & Co, Derby 

Hoveats, Witt1am Tuomas, Sale, Yarn Agent July 13 McDonald, Manchester 
Horwirz, So.omoy, Canonbury, Meat Salesman Aug i Gardner, Leadenhall st 
James, Anna Mancaret, St John’s Woodrd Junel5 Lewis & Lewis, Ely pl 
Junxins, Gronaiana, Fareham June 30 H W Peake, care of E Gladstone, Esq, 4, Bssex 


court 
Juxes, Hayxan, Doncaster Aug 22 Parkin & Co, Doncaster 
Kempruoue, Many Beavror, Bath June3 Swayne, Glastonbury 
Kywasron, Ricuarp James, Birkenhead, Butcher June 17 Thompson & Hughes, Bir- 


Lax, Wii.1am, Leeds, Builder June10 Bulmer & Lawson, Leods 

Mansu, Bensauix, Liverpool June 20 Nield, Liverpool 

MoNai, Rosert, Liverpool June17 Nicholson & Pemberton, Liverpool 

Morvey, Saran, Ryde June 20 Oldman & Co, Old Serjeants’ ian 

Oatvy, Canouns, West Brighton June20 Bowker & Son, Winchester 

Owen, Jous, Kingston upon Hull, Gent June20 T & A Priestman, Hull 

Parker, Cuagvorrs Exiza, Onslowgdns June 22 Young & Co, Essex st 

Parker, Hewny, Tockington, retired June 29 Crossman & Co, Thornbury 
Panrxsn, Right Hon Joun, Onslow sq June 22 Young & Co, Essex st 

Paray, Guirrirn, Hammersmith, Esq July1 Keen & Co, Knight Rider st 

| | Powe, Sir Witt1am Epauunp, Shute, Bart May 8 Maples & Co, Frederick’s pl 
Procrss, Joun, Highbury pl June30 Bramall & Co, Lime st 

Pvens, Lerrr1a Exzanon, Chelsea June 29 Dommett, Gresham st 

Rostxsox, Gzorcs Psnxs, New Malden, Gent July 1 Woodroffe, Gt Dover st 
Rooszrs, Axx, Bognor June 24 Staffurth & Staffurth, Bognor 

Rorss, Jonas Gazeson, Leeds, Wool Merchant June 24 Orawford, Leeds x 
Sampson, Emmy Aumenta, Bath July1 Stone & Co, Bath . 
Gusvey, Tnouss Wassam, Ashiun unter Lent, Musto Decker Jane 22 Whitworth, - 
Tiwy, Tuomas, Blackamith June 24 Hart & Co, Dorking . 
Tonsicu, Pepro Kousaricu, Antofagasta, Chili June14 Rehders & Higgs, Mincing lane. 
Wanp, Rev Vatextixe, Matlock, Congregational Minister June 15 Potter, Matlock 
‘Wispox, Eowrm Joux, Old Brompton, Licensed Victualler June 25 Hayward & Smith, 
Woop, Tuomas, Manchester, Licensed Victualler June 18 WB & PS Minor, Man- 


Wrmarx, Mavez, Yeldham June5 Bannister & Co, Bedford row 


Ou axp Rass Fins Iievaanos Linas, spear 











Sesutiodd by ou pr rom The Ben Engineering Oo. (Carter Broe.), 
65, Victoria-street, Westminster. 2 guineas; 
country by arrangement. (Eetablished 1816) 


[Apvr.] 
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BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. 
London Gaszette-—Frivay, May 18. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
Auuex, Witt1am Cartes, Truro, Grocer Truro Pet May 


13 Ord May 13 
— Marx - -agenoeeeae Farmer Boston Pet May 
Aruissor, Jone, ‘The : vies inn, otal Proprietor High 
y 


4 Oak ie 16 - 
pa Cnartzs, Mansion Houre chmbrs, Solicitor 
Court Pet April 26 Ord May 14 
Beavex, Evtey, ge, Draper Bath Pet May 14 
Ord May 14 


Bria Cum Shipley, Wood Turner Bradford Pet 
May 14 Ord May 14 id 


CoLuiseTor, Whesaan , peers, Baker Burton 
on Trent Pet May 14 Gos Bor 14 
Couananen, Segves, Mitcheldean, Boot Manufacturer 
Gloucester aS = Ord May 13 
Carrrix, WittiaM , Dyer Manchester Pet 
March 20 Ord 


Crosstey, Wnusam, Tests, Currier Leeds Pet May 2 


Ord May 1 
Euuis, ieloa, Tavemetn, Balt Merchant Dewsbury 


Pet May 15 Ord May 15 
Fane, Geonoe, T , Farmer Luton Pet May 13 
Ord May 13 
Fietcue' gexry THEOPHILUS, oy Coffee Broker 
Pet May 13 Ord May 13 
weee, 4 LBERT trae Grocer Nottingham Pet May 14 
ous, some S Erelees, Li Licensed Victualler High Court Pet 
aa 1 FE, ——_ Wandsworth Pet Jan 16 
pom, Atrrzp, Leicester, Clerk Leicester Pet May 13 
B ( ory AN. Eien, G Nottingh: 
‘OLDEN, THomas, reengrocer Nottingham 
Pet May 14 Ord May 14 
——— ha mtr Lianelly, Tailor Carmarthen Pet May 
Jounsoy. Weaue, Spratton, Baker Northampton Pet 
‘April 27 Ord ‘May 11 
Kersixo, Louisa Seanoca, Manchester, Furrier Man- 
chester Pet May 10 Ord Ma: 
—— ge — 5 iad Beker High Court Pet 


Loma I "Banana, Rc = , Licensed Victualler Preston 
v 14 


aun te a 1, Land Surveyor Preston Pet 
ee Behan, Ser ned 

—s a erin; Saddler in Pet 

Mrenont Ghanias J ’ hirkenhead, Gent Birkenhead Pet 
April 25 scar Sons 13 Hull To 

Ouiver, Hersert Jon apie we ner 
yg ull Pet yi3 Ord Ma Gail 

Panisn, Josern, Doddington ¥ ‘armer Pet April 


Ord May 11 
Puiuirs, Henry Faeperrice, > John’s Wood High Court 
Pet 29 Ord May 


ae Tsomas Suomen ot Driffield, Rohiies King- 


Qu Maer og Pet May 15 Ord May 15 — 
1ck, Ropert Cuages, Hastings 13 
Ord May 13 ; Cr 


Sarewsxt, Vices, South Shields, General Dealer Man- 


——_ 9 Ord May 15 

Sugrwoop, Joun and Arrave Wii.iam Sugrwoon, 
Wollaston, 0 Manufesbarers Northampton Pet 
May 11 Ord May 11 

Smmuonxvs, Artnus Water, Brighton, Tobacconist 
Brighton Pet May6 Ord May 13 

Surtox, Davin, Lye, mercial veller Stourbridge 
Pet May7 Ord May7 

Tuomas, Tuomas L, seamen, Boot Dealer Swansea Pet 


Taoursox, Tuomas _- Eastham, Shipowner Birken- 
head Pet a” Ord May 13 te are 

Tyver, Faepericn Wats _— icensed Victualler 

ae 2 Ord May 

Wore ord, Baker ‘Guildford Pet May 11 


y 
Voom: deckat, Toe Dairyman Plymouth Pet May 15 
Watkins, AN Toons, Ferndale, Greengrocer Ponty- 
Mayi4 Ord May 14 7 
Wesson, he Coschtuilder Bangor Pet May 
Wisox. Tuomas James, Kirkby fest, Farm Labourer 
Kendal Pet May 14 Ord May i4 
Wvruie, 2 ee Green, Woollen Merchant High 
y13 Ord May 14 


Youre, James, Link, Baker ‘Worcester Pet 


May 13 Ord May 13 


FIRST MEETINGS. 
Asots, Agrees, ene. Glass Cutter May 24 at3 Off 


me Truro, Grocer May 24 at 12.30 
oc, 'trer” r 
ren om. Falmouth, Diver May 24 at 


a om Rec, Boscawen st, Truro 
— Procror, re Jeweller May 23 at 3 


365, 
Baywestenr, Aner, Gt W: Farmer May 24 at 12 
95, Pow sy Rae d 


brs, avenue 
an Bo _— Me May 24 at 11 
my Henry, T . ow 2ati2 OF 


ee ae 





suasren, Rnfymion ¥ Pa, Provision Mer- 
May 28 at 2.30 Bankruptcy eee FD One % 
at il — 


we ys 
soins See he 


Carey st 
Se ta, me May 2 


* Seantter May 27 at 11 Bank- 


Cartwatiocut, Josern, Long Sutton, Ironmonger June 1 
at1 Off Rec, 8, King st, Norwich 

Casson, WiLtiAM Butcher May 27 at 12 Off 
Rec, 29, Lowther st, 

es Caanuas, | ron ee 


Pa. Tena t Hous, Uppet 
atil Off Rec, 


Caicxuore, Jonx tear 1 May 24 
at 2.45 Suffolk Hotel, Suffolk 

Davy, Jawes Maywarp, West Ham, May 28 
ati2 Bankru bldgs, Carey st 

Drrroy, Farperick, Truro, Grocer May 2iat12 Off Rec, 
Boscawen st, Truro 

Fopen, Samvuet. Bayer, Leeds, Salesman May 27 at 11 
Off Rec, 22, Park row, 


Gaecory, Jous Carvin, Radstock, Engineer May 29 at 
12.30 Off Rec, Bank Corn ristol 
Hawerss, Caanves Trrrax, Oxford, Wine Merchant May 
2 Clarendon 
—, Tea Dealer May 28 at 
Hopes, Taomas, May 24atll Off Rec, St 
Peter’s Church walk, N: 
Jouns, James 2 eens rig pel Draper May 29 at 2.30 
nd he , iDarualey, ‘Milliner 
LawTox rhe ley, May 29 at 11.15 
Of ihe, 8 iitenhall Awe 
Legs, ieee aan Auctioneer May 25 at 
1 


Mayrnirr, Georce Saucr Smackowner May 
2%4at$ Suffolk H 
Mancvs, Isaac, Cardiff, May 2 at ii Off Rec, 29, 
M : Tt Bri Grocer May29at1 Off Rec 
ARSHALL, THOMA: y 1 5 
Bank chmbrs, Corn ot, Batol 
Mitts, Roser, sen, N Shields, Tailor May 30 at 11 
Off Rec, Pink lane, Newcastle on 
Moncur, Anous, Old Kent rd, Plum! May 28 at 11 
Bankru; bi st 
ILLIAM, eld, Timber Merchant May 25 
» had Gloucester 
O’Suttivay, Trmotuy, Dowlais, Licensed Victualler May 
21at3 Off Rec, Merthyr Tydfil 
Patconett, Georce, feeb, Builder June 21 at 2.30 
Off . 14, Chapel st, Preston 
Perkixs, WItLtam, Ry sy Kent, Farmer May 24 at 
12.30 Off 3, Castle ‘st, Canterbury 
or Frepericx nox Jou, bm eq, Leather Case a 
Sranner, James vy Sieg Leva bonito’ S May 
2iat 3.15 Suffolk Hotel, Lowestoft 
— ——— Hewry, a Farmer June 6 
at 10 house, King’s Lynn 
Storey, Georeer, North | ae June 6 at 
Seaman Tuomas Wi Hstha, Shi Ma 
nompsox, THOMAS muita, Ea 
27 at 12 Off Rec, 35, Vi iw . 
Witsox, Toomas ULLaTHorne, we, Middlesboroerh Insurance 
Agent May 20at 3 Of Reo, 8, Albert rd, Middles- 
roug! 


tat3 
Heatp, Cuartes Jouy, B: 
12 Bankru bldgs, 
Mose.ey, 
at 12 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


Aties, Witiiam se Truro, Grocer Truro Pet 
May 18 Ord May 13 

Axsprrsox, Henry Eow a, Falmouth, Diver Truro Pet 
April 26 Ord May 13 

Ayprews, Marx a Thorpe, Farmer Boston Pet 

A wf = pay a bn Li 1, Jewell Liverpool 

sous, Puariip Procror, serpent, eweller vi 
Pet March 22 Ord May 

Barvstey, James, Oldham, esi Finisher Oldham Pet 
April 17 Ord May 13 

Baszeay, Se Hewry ay ol pening, Solicitor Reading 
‘et Marc 


ManseuipGr, Jostan, 
March1 Ord 


BLancHarD, "Tuomas oar Furniture Dealer Walsall 
Pet April 24 Ord Ma 
CoLutneTon, Wrasse Yh Ord Marit bury, Baker Burton 
Gloucester Pet May13 Ord May 13 
rrier Leeds Pet May 2 
15 Ord Muy 15 
Foper, aewed Baytey, Leeds Pet 
8 Ord May 13 
4 
GRooMBRIDGE, Josuss, iy Hastings, Saddler Hastings Pet 
April 23 Ord Ma 
Houpex, Tomas, 
Pet May 1 
, Stroud Green, 

aoe, Josern, sams, 
Ord May 
y 
Joxes, Luzwetyrs, Lianllyfni, Tailor Bangor Pet A) 
9 Ord May 15 r " 
rd May 11 

Ma: 4 as 
Mzzew, Cnanune Woethall Spa, Saddler Lincoln Pet 


h5 Ord May 
CARPENTER, t, Joux x Witt ‘Goudhurst, Doctor of Medicine 
Hastings Pet April 26 
on Trent Pet May14 Ord 
Crosser, arr Leeds, Cu 
Dewsbury 
F mena, et Hen Tueorni.vs, 
1 an Rn Richmond, Co 
Fooe, Atsert Jony aim, Salesman Nottingham 
Pet May 1 rd Ma 
yi 
Hapiey, Jauss Lucey Brrustron, 
= Clapham pk High 
4 Ord May 14 
Pet A; 4 Ord 13 
Het Apell4_ Ont May 13 
Jonny, Bray en Innkeeper Aberystwith Pet 
y 
Kiem, Georcs, Lisson b peers, Baker High Court Pet 
May 13 Ord Ma 
Builder High Court 
Mawson, om J 
Ma 
May 13 Ord May 18 
Netsom, we morhe x, Hull, Gunmaker Kinge- 


Otiver, bm ad cas, spear is Fwy Hull, Tinner 
18 toy 18 


Pet May 1 
Driffield, Saddler Kingston 


nat PC hine Marchant 


Patre, 
Ord 13 
omas Bucarrr, Gt 


ruioer, © 


upon Hi Pet May 15 Ord May 15 
Quick, Roszrat Cuanues, Instructor of Gym- 
nastics Pet May 13 ee 
Leicester, Butcher Leicester 


Raca, Curistoraer Meet 
30 

Suzrwoop, Joun af (Vee Witi1am Sueewoop, 

Northampton Pet 


May 11 Ord May 11 
ome, 5 sommen, and Wituram James Eumuerr, Forest 
Pet -— 5 Ord May 10 
Stourbridge 


a ~ mor, Dav, uvip, pe Commercial ‘re veller 
Taro Ae my Newtown, Grocer Newtown Pet 
tenneen, Jackson, ae reddersficld, Fruiterer Huddersfield 
Pet April25 Ord May 10 
Tevez, ge wf me Cheltenham Pet 
4 
Wants, aa, Gasnte, Torre, Dairyman Plymouth Pet May 15 
Wartxins, ay Bay itr — ry Greengrocer Ponty- 
Witsoy, a Stephen, Farm Labourer 
Kesdal Pet May it Ord 
Van Heck, anne, ee Ww 4 ‘Gate 1 
Pet March rd Ma 
Viseatt, —— SamvueEt, 
¥ ‘| ae Feb 15 Ord Ma: 
orm. vern Link, Baker 
joan Malvern 13 
ADJUDICATION ANNULLED. 
Suvrty, Wous, New Windsor, Corn Merchant Windso*™ 
Adjud uly 5, 1888 Annul April 19, 1895 
London Gasette.—Tuxspar, May 21. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
— > Ricwarp Soens, Seep, Boot Dealer ardiff Pet 
Bevan i oes unky!, Publican Bangor Pet May 17 


Ord May 17 
a, Asert, West Hartlepool, Tailor Sunderland 


May 16 Ord May 16 
Browz, Epwanrp, Frome Pet May 16 
Ord May 16 


evssiliie Pet May 


Carp. James Josern, Peckham, Cabinet Mamdfacturer 
Court Pet Ma: ont May 17 


Cones, meee 2 ord, Gent High Gourt Pet 
May 16 Ord — 
Daven, CAROLINE, Grocer Tredegar Pet May 
= May 18 


Davies, we = - pee Farmer Carmarthen Pet 
16 May 1 

ion Grieesr, iebburn, Grocer Newcastle on Tyne 
Pet April Ord Ma: 


May 16 
Douws, Peter, Stockton on Tees, Marine Engineer Stock- 
ton on Tees Pet 18 Ord 18 


Duxsrorp, Wii11aM DLEY, = ater, 
Exeter PetMay16 Ord May 1 pe 
Eacuss, Magia ae ya 1 Wyidow Hastings Pet 
Mayi Ord May 
E.uis, Arraur Al eaten, Provision Dealer 
Chel Ord May 
Eves, Tuomas Pavt, Nev ‘Oxford * Bootmaker High 
Court Pet March 26 Ord May 
Fievp, 2 ne gts Heyford, ete Oxford Pet 
May 16 
we AgrTuvus, Hurstpierpoint, Baker Brighton Pet 
<7 Loom Jobber Rochdale Pet 
» Draper Pembroke 
Ord 17 
otge, & ie May if Ged gy her Birmingham Pet 
May 18 8 Ord May 18 
Hucasox, Jou, Feggerulals, Shceemaker Neath Pet 
7 May 
Jones, Winsram Bevan, Birmi , oe Driver Bir- 
‘a 
—- Y ‘Bunderiand’ Provision Merchant 
17 Ord May 17 
Lewis, THomas, tmaker Pembroke Dock 
Pet May 16 Ord May 16 
ear * seuss, Aldrington, Builder Brighton Pet May 17 
1L1am Hewny, Ebbw en Confectioner 


epee bra ay 
% “Ord May 16 


May 16 
Hanetes, Francis + 
Lory Pet 


L Marraew, 
ATTIMER, ee, Ome 


Bredford Pet May 18 


Surre, ty 1 pam Pet 
sari 

oo ous Cook, Norwich, Draper Norwich Pet May 

ra . Hutton, Farmer Maidstone Pet May 14 

Seaeen, Same Dalley, Bother Dudley Pet May 4 Ord 

ae... » Senn Hanley, Lithographic Artist Han- 


Pet May 16 * Ord May 1 
mes. Be @ Grimsby, Grocer Gt 


a SC 


vd, Butcher High 








Batemay, WALTER, Bristal, Mpiumber Bristol Pet May 8 
Ord May 15 
Ord May 13 
Constance, Samvuet, Mitcheldean, "Boot Manufacturer 
Ord May 
By, ore, Laveroign, Salt Merchant 
ffee Broker 
y13 Ord May 13 
Salesman 
0 
ee trotting et tea 
~ ~>/ Nottingham 
Hovenrow, Exiza, and Wa.tsr Hovenrror. 
Builders High Court 
Ord May 14” 4 
by 2 
Laxpsay, THomas “even, Old Broad st, Accountant 
High Court Pet Dec1s 0; 
Land Surveyor Preston Pet 
y 
ton upon Hull Pet 10 Ord May 15 





ham 
) Tuonwiey, Atrrep Cross, 
Court Pet Mayi7 Ord May 17 














ay 10 
ridge 


Pet 
ay 17 
rhand 
yy 16 
turer 

Pet 
May 

Pet 
Tyne 
tock- 
eeper 

Pet 
lealer 
High 

Pet 

Pet 

Pet 
broke 
i Pet 
» Pet 

Bir- 


rchant 


fay 17 


tioner 








May 25, 189%. 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 








(Vol. 39-] 545 





Tirsurx, Jan Hull, Licensed Victualler 
i po il Pet Ma - +& 16 = May 16 
Turxsvi, R 


Newcastle on 
Tyne Pet Ma y3 


Vany, ArTuur, 1 Bd. Say 13 Surre, and Tuomas 
Vaxy, Birmin; Birmingham Pet May 13 Ord 
ay 13 


Waxexam, James, Willenhall. Wolverhampton Pet May 
15 Ord May 16 

Westwe.t, Jouxn Wittiam, Eckington, Schoolmaster 
Chesterfield May 16 Ord May 16 

Wuittincnan, — Maesteg, Butcher Cardiff Pet May 
156 Ord May 1 

The following aaa notice is substituted for that pub- 
lished in the Londun Gazette of June 23, 1893 : — 

Maxser, Grestion , Grocer Leominster 

June 20 Ord June 20 


FIRST MEETINGS. 
Axsprews, Marx Henry, Thorpe, ey a Agent 


June 13 at 12 Off Ree, 48 woh ty 
Banssy, Mary Any, , Edgbaston y 30 at 11 "23, Colmore 


row, 


—- Ricwarp _ Barry, © ae Dealer May 30 at 11 wi 


Rec, 29, Queen st, 
Beaven, Even, Trowbridge, Draper May 31at230 Of 
Rec, Bank chmbrs, Corn s*, Bristol 
Brices, Cuantes, Shipley, Wood Turner May 30 at ll 
Off , 81, Manor row, Bradford 
Browy, Epwasp, Frome, Florist May 31 at315 Off Rec, 
Bank chmbrs, Corn st, Bristol 
Bu wae Freperick Gora zg, Gt Marlow, Grocer May 29 at 
Off Rec, ord 


Oxf 
cual, Wits Warvyer, Tutbury, Baker May 28 
anufacturer 


ati2 Off Rec, 8t James’s chmbrs, 

Coxstance, Sanvet, Mitcheldean, Boot 
June Lati2 Off Rec, 15, King st, Gloucester 

Cripps, Wiiwiam, Benmore, yer May 29 at 2.30 
Ogden’ 's chmbrs, Saag or 

Day, Atrrep, Saffron rake Clothier May 28 at 12 
Off Ree, Petty Cury, Cambridge 

Duxg, Cuarues, St Leonard’s on Sea, Eating house Keeper 
June 10 at 12 Young & Son, Bank bids, 

Duxsrorp, WitttaM Bopiey, Tiverton, Innkeeper June 6 
at 11 Off Rec, 13, Bedford cireus, Exeter 

E..is, Josspm, Liversedge, Salt Merchant May 28 at 3 
Off Rec, Bank chmbrs, Batley 

Fang, Georos, Toddington, Farmer May 29at2 Fow and 
Pigs Inn, Toddington 

P.iercurr, Hewry Tarorniivs, Richmond May 28 at 2 30 
Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Focc, Atsert Joux, Nottingham, Furniture Salesman 
May $9 at 11 Off Rec, St Peter’s Church walk, Not- 


Geant Coane, Leamington, Baker May 28 at 1230 
Off Rec, 17, Hertford st, Coventry 
Hawert, Maida Henry, "Bude, Dairy Farmer May 30 
at2 Underbill’s Railway Hotel, Exeter 
Hayee, —- g tes Basoooe, Wood st, Printers 
ay 28 at 11 ptey zs, 
Harats, Aurzep, Leicester, Clerk May 28 at 12.30 Off 
1, Berridge st, Leicester 
Hem, Jasrer IsHeRw oop, Clerk May 28 at 2.30 Com- 
mercial Hotel, Blackburn rd, A 
Hout, Feancis Lupiow, Brighton May 30at3 Off Rec, 
24, Kailway app, London Bridge 
Hy BR .  ERwest Witztran, Bi ham, Cycle Makers May 
31 at 11 28, Colmore row, Birmingham 
K.urr, Gzores, Lisson — Baker y 2 ati2 Bank- 
ruptey bidgs, 
Meunew, Cuantzs, Wenihall Spa, Saddler June 11 at 12 
Off 31, Silver st, Lincoln 
NEEDLER, Wituam Srev enson, Hull, Gunmaker May 28 
at1l Off Ree, Trinity House des Hall 
Netson, Pers Newcastle on Innkeeper May 29 at 
11.30 Pink lane. sn her on Tyne 
en G, a Builder May 29 at 11 , 
8, 
RemMsott, ml Wittran, Bristol May 3iat 3 Off 
Rec, Bank chmbrs, Corn st, Bristol 
SaREwsk1, Myer, Manchester, General Dealer May 29 at 
3 ’s chmbrs, Bridge st, Manchester 
meet ==, Fareperickx Josern, Tabernacle st,  epemettetad 
30 at 2.30 Bankruptcy bl Carey st 
SHerwoop, Joun Gross, and Artaur Wit.iaM SaeRrwoop, 
Wi ufacturers June I at 1.15 County 
Pee bldgs, Northampton 


Sxixtzy, Hvau, Birmingham, Telegraph Clerk May 29 at 


Colmore row, Birmingham 
Senate, Rooke Hewny, Brixton May 31 at 2.30 Bank- 
Srox ‘OHM, Butcher May 28 at 10.30 Off Rec, 


forme, Lye, Commercial Traveller May 28 at 2.15 
Tayion, Harry Cart, Newtown, Grocer May 29at1 Off 
Tv Wiii1am Tuomas, Nelson, Builder May 60 at 12 
Turney, Joux Goopsox, Woodburn, Millboard Manufac- 

turer May 30at3 95, Temple chmbrs, Temple avenue 
Wacken, Janes, Wii11am Tuomas Ciarxe, and Freverice 

Cuagies Asupy, Ni Shoe Manufacturers 


A 
June 1 at 12.30 County Court Northampton 
Wane, Gzorce, Torre, Dairyman ‘=, Si at ll 10, 
Atheneum ter, Pl 
ve. Joux ont, ; a. ee 
lames's 

~aes Cy OF, San, Se Semen’ 6 Butcher May 29 at 2.30 

tna, Lalo Timber Merchant May 28 


aC Utne, oe Coachbuilder May 29 at 12 
Wrtte, Witi1am, Finchley, Woollen Merchant May 29 at 
li’ Banke t bldgs, Carey st 


Youre, preg kee Battersea pk Schoolmaster 
May 23 at 12 24, Railway app, London Bridge 
ADJUDICATIONS. 
Ansreuruer, Faspeeick, Pimlico, Wine Merchant High 
Court Pet Jan 12 Ord May 4 
Astie, Epwarp 7 Boiler Maker Derby Pet 
May2 Ord May 


Dante Men Aya hight Birmingham Pet April 
Banyxs, tt oe Boot Dealer Cardiff Pet 
2 aay 36 Ord May 16 “oe De 
ATES, Samve., and Arruus ta earl Carpet 
Makers Pet April 5 
Bove. br laa , Car Driver pakig "Pet May 16 
Boors, Geoncr, CoP Se Commission Agent Bradford 
Bo Pet Goi or inn eyo Lender 
WMAN, + moon, Gray’s 
Court Pet April 2 Ged Min ~~ 
rome Pet May 16 
epu, Camberwell, Cabinet Manufacturer 
racy it Ord May 17 
Cranrrer, James 5 Wiia, fh 5 sme Engineer 
- — Tredegar Pet 
Davies, Danren, Farmer Carmarthen Pet 
TE ee 
Bridgwater, Innkeeper 


Dunsrorp, Wituram Bop ey, 
Pet May 16 Ord May 16 
Gipsos, oe Loom Jobber Rochdale Pet 
eon n+ 7 Baker Warwick P 
DMAN, CHARLES. er et 
May 10 rouge Pe 
Miller Worcester Pet 


Goopwix, Gerorcr, 
Hancock, Jouy, ai wat ay eee st, Printers 


Brows, Epwarp, Frome, 
Ord Ma 


Cup, James Jos 


Davigs, Caroux 
Ord 


April 23 Ord Ma: 


H o et Brighton, Gr @ High Court 
EALD, HABLES JOHN, 44 
Pet May7 Ord May 16 _— 


uy J — ». anapet pea Clerk Burnley Pet March 5 

Hoan, om Feeetprtiats, Shoemaker Neath Pet 
ay 

my +e. Wituiam, Birmingham, Cycle Maker Bir- 

p - Pet ‘Sort 11 Ord May tm fe Pet 

‘onNson, WILLIAM, ee 

April 24 Ord May 1 

vision Merchant 


Hypsg, 


Lattimer, as iy 


lq Th. 5 “ae 
lone ae , 4 Hove, Ar Brighton Pet May 11 
Merkens, 3 fi To‘tenham, Licensed Victualler High 
Court Pet March2 Ord Ma 


Cornhill on 





Morrarr, Toma 
Newcastle on 


Pet March 29 or" amplmens Maker 













Mayé Ord 





Sous, 


vhstiaietieunal anes 


Ta hy Ok 


8 Ord May 








 pmaamndmereed Brighton Pet May 17 
Mon, Confectioner 


a1 aero 
+ 


Pet May 18 
Newcastle 


ton, Tobacconist 


on Trent Pet 


pine fone Draper Norwich Pet May 

Seaton, Jour Hwy, Briton High Court Pet March 27 
x3: Caeepereng Maidstone Pet May 14 
ap Sore , Butcher Dudley Pet May Ord 


ce er tii Hanley 

8 , Grocer Gt 

ay "Pty So? 

hat Cal sa aasecsamans Notting- 
3 Pet reb’s ‘Ord May 17 


Pet April 


Tonear, Jom em ‘Wooburn Aylesbury Pet May 4 


eis substituted for tliat pub- 
Kshed in the London Gazette of June 23, 1893 : — 


Pn 
Rage, ames, Leicester, Butcher Leicester 
Grocer Newtown Pet 








NATIONAL DISCOUNT COMPANY, LIMITED, 


385, CORNHILL, LONDON, B.C. 





Paid-up Capital, £846,665. Reserve Fund, £460,000. 





Subscribed Capital, £4,233,326. 


ROGER CU. 
EDMUND LITE i. 


FREDERICK CHALMERS, Esq. | 
NLIFF 


XAT, Esq. 


Manager: CHARLES HENRY HUTCHINS, 


DIRECTORS. 


Esq. Sub-Manager : LEWIS BEAUMONT, Esq. 


Secretary : 


Bankers: BANK OF ENGLAND ; THE UNION BANK OF LONDON, LIMITED. 





Approved Mercantile Bills Discounted. Loans granted upon Negotiable Securities. 


Longer 


y 


Money received on Deposit, at Call and Short a. at the Current Market Rates, and for 
Periods upon Terms to be Speciall 
Investments in and Sales of all descriptions of British and Foreign Securities effected. Saba 


sername 
| OGIL , Esq. 
A SILLEM, Esq. 


Auditors: JAMES MORTON BELL, Exgq. ; JOSEPH GURNEY FOWLER, Esq. (Messrs. Price, Waterhouse, & Co.). 
CHARLES , Haq. 


j 
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MATCHLESS SHIRT 


2/11 doz. Dinner Nap 


Fish Kitchen Ruble 


IRISH POPLINS, TWEEDS, 


RO! 


Please idan) 





ROBINSON & CLEAVER, 


BELFAST, 


Awarded 2 Prize Medals, Paris, 1889; 
of Honour, Edinburgh, 1 1890 


IRISH CAMBRIC POCKET HANDKERCHIEFS, 


Children's Bordered 13 
a ate i ae de hen 


LINEN COLLARS & CUFFS. = 


s OLD SHIRTS made good as new for 14/- the half-dozen. 


IRISH DAMASK TABLE AND HOUSE LINEN. 


5/6 doz. Table Cl 2 re 84. 
le Cloths, 11}d. each. BizongHuckaback Towels, 4/ te doe. 
Monograms, Crests, Coats of 


tials, &c., woven and = 
Illustrated Price ‘a fr preke Post Free to any part of the World. 


BINSON & CLEAVER, 


By Special Appointments to the Queen and the Empress Frederick of Germany, 
BrLEAS TX. 


gyane Diploma 


ag s, 3/3 per doz. 
’, 3/11 per doz. 
COLLARS.—Ladies’ 3-fold, 3/6 per doz. ; 
4 4-fold, 4/11 per doz. 
Ladies’ or — 
5/11 per doz. 
page with i-fold fi ibe Linen Fronts & 
35/6 per half-doz. (to measure 2/- extra). 


pest Os, 


| book 2 y 8 yds., ve “rT 
illow Cases, fro 


AND DRESS MATERIALS. 


[this Paper, 








"DETECTIVE 
OFFICES 
SLATERS 





GsTERs DETECTIVE OFFICES.— 
rons 5 ledged establishment in the Ci ft | 
- London, vide for nae. ADDY, OE 68, werd h- | 
4 perso wire, 
Telephone No. 900. —- Slater oe lialone free. | e. 
hall-street, London. 5 Oa 
QLATER'S DETROTIVE OFFICES.— 
“ Facile princeps stand the above-named offices for 
ability in conducting to a successful issue intricate | 
matters requiring st amount of discretion.’’— 
Review.— r’s Detective Offices, oy 1 


Fre 
eA, Oly, E.C, Office hours, 9 to 7. 


LATER’S LADY DETECTIVES.—Mr. 
HENRY SLATER can arrange for any character | 
in life from his staff of Female Detectives—from a | 


Sa to a princess. Telephone No. 900,— | 
Henry Slater, Manager, No, 1, Basinghall-street, City. 
LATER® LADY DETECTIVES.—Mr. | 
INRY SLATER has the most complete organ —d 
tion of Lady ivea in the world, of all enon oun 
pa, wis, and hone No. for secret watchings and secret 


Fee, Totnes, aM 900. Consultations free.—No, 
1, -street, E 


LATER’S. a DETEOCTIVES—Mr. | 
ba aged SLATER has ang Mt Detectives of all | 
neh of detective 
istered Telegraphic 
fons free.— Henry 

1, Basinghall-strect, City, 


RS Sane DETECTIVES. Mr. Mr. 

Eoeovees daring the pat fow jeu ts reves 

LS omy el -—_ doment ic ones 

Hrd r, Manager, No, 1, Basing- 

Sixty LADY DETECTIVES.—mr. 
Ms peg ae oe Lady Detectives are proficient 
inquiries and shadowing. 




















They do not 


} hom with promptitu 





patna bow aad and are always successful, Consulta- 

tions free. Ni .— Henry Manage 
No. 1, SR , —a $s 
OLD GROUND-RENTS of £230 





tors, 
and 37, 
_ | Strand, 7 


TREATMENT OF OF INEBRIETY. 


DALRYMPLE HOME, 
RICKMANSWORTH, HERTS. 
For Gentlemen, under the Act and privately. 
For Terms, &c., apply to 
R. WELSH BRANTHWAITE, 
Medical Superintendent. 


EBRIETY, THE MORPHIA HABIT, AND T4E 
o ABUSE OF DRUGS. 


‘A PRIVATE HOME. 
ESTABLISHED 1864 
For the —— and Cure of Ladies of the ae ane 
Higher Mi oe = from the above. 
successful oocults Consv! i 
| WARD RICHARDSON 3.0, 


ant: Dr. J. 8T. T. C 
apply, Mrs. TaEoBa.p, EE," 


TREATMENT of INEBRIETY & and ABUSE of DRUGS. 





Tower House, Leicester 





ST. MARGARET'S, TWICKENHAM, 
For Gentlemen under = Oe Guineas privately. Terms, 
A to Medical 8 Sectebon 
r- Hida BAL M.B. a Oanb. ), M.R.C.8. (Eng.). 


7} CLAIR a on Hg se 7. 


All kinds of 
and = rye Leg "at the | 
8 attention to legal work. — Ecuaiz 
Brewwarrixa a teenie House, Arundel. ‘ 
= 


RIENT COMPANY’S YACHTING 
CRUIBES by the Steamship “ GARONNE,” 8,876 


register, as under :— 
For the N ORWAY FIO FIORDS — NORTH CAPE, 
12th Juns, for 28 da: 
Cruise the Sun will be 
at midnight. 





tons 


At the most — my tye kl of - 


eg "the NORWAY FIORDS, 
18th Juuy, for 15 days. 
8rd Avavst, for 15 days. 
For COPENHAGEN, STOCKHOLM, ST.  SETERIGURS, 
the BALTIC CANAL, &c 


bar Avavsrt for 29 da 
- band, electric light, electric cae sere hot and eold 
baths, high-class cuisine. 
Managers: F. Green & Co. ; 
mynd og oy! 
For passage @ 


ae London, 
OOKS a Mxsoutors, £ Solici- 
agree tt ae PUNCHASE & " a , 
e efor PHORATE, "ix 
without 


of 

utmiost value in cash; also valu 
hed. 1816. Telegraphic 
le in use, Unicode. 


the latter firm at 5, Fenchurch- 
“oF tthe West-end Branch Ofie, 





sent. Removals 








MORTGAGE 
SECURITIES, 


&c., for large or small sums at rates of Interest 
’ four to five per cent. Last Fass. 
as Seas te Sraperegnt, for 


J. W. READ f, 6, Cook-street, Liverpool. 


LAW PARTNERSHIPS & SUCCESSIONS. 
, or for Introduc- 
apply to 
BABSOERE SMITH, 
ne a Law Costs 


=] 
N.B.— MORTGAGE SECURITIES WANTED. 











FUNERALS, 
CREMATIONS. 
GEO. SMITH & SONS, 
10, GREAT PORTLAND STREET, W. A.D 1741. 


EXPERIENCED VALUERS for PROBATE. 


)_ MORTGAGEE, SOLICITORS, &c.— 
old-established firm o: City Auctioneers is Pre- 
x include suitable their Sales at the 
free of expense should no Sale be effected.—Write, 
Avortioy, care of Bates, Hendy, & Co., 37, Walbeook, E.C. 
ADyowsom in popular county ; : substan- 
ate large return on capital 
'y_residence ; i 

population ; i —Particulars of 

Avamus & Fans, Ecclesiastical Surveyors, 14, — 
on-street, 8 List, 2 stamps. 

r YREADWELL & WRIGHT, of ‘Devereux- 
_. court, Temple, W. An Tag ont General erinnd 


THER DW Cope! at Si Prancrpta, Lag Tegal 
Competent in ponningat bation oy rm ney 


FFICES TO LET.—Charles-square, 
Hoxton.—Whole House; rent, £40; ground floor 
has tenant, and upper floor housekeeper ; arst floor, 2 
rooms vacant for Solicitor.—Rosest Tipey & Son, 
198, Essex-road, 


WANTED, Copies of the ‘‘ Solicitors’ 
Journal,” No. 3, Vol. 38 rome * 7, oe 
each will be paid for them ‘at 
lane, W.C. 











Dey, Office 
xi a Yeee 





PPOINTMENTS.— 


» waar 


sade reparation a 
Gale, Lavender-hill, 


OLICITOR (53), Univers oe of 3 


1upgsLey & Co., United 
Clapham Junction, London, 8. 


Journal” matic prensiuin 27, Chanoery-iane, W 

W4NTED, Freehold Ground-Rents to pay 
per cent. for capital up to £5,000.—X., 25, 

PARE. Stroud Green, N. 


5 LInCOLNs- INN - FIELDS.—Suites 
of Offices to Let; electric light.—Apply to 
Berxaey, Ca.cort, & Co. 


PPOSITE TEMPLE STATION,.— 








Basemen: 
Railway Station). 


LONDON GAZETTE 
LONDON _ and Y 
OFFICE.—No. 117, CHANCERY 
STREET. 


ENRY GREEN, Advertisement Agent 
Lise tet fe eatin of he 
upwards of 


fe of all iy Be 
ae a Fa toe 
‘or 
—— < necessary Declaratien. 
Oficial stamps for edvertisementa and fle of “ London 
Gazette” kept. By appointment. 


ESSRS. H. GROGAN & CO., 101, Park- 
street, Grosvenor-square, beg to call the attention of 
intending Purchasers to the many attractive West-ind 
Houses which they have for Sale. Particulats on applica- 
tion. Surveys and Valuations attended to. 





authori and 


VERTIS. 
LANE, 








and 
npie 





